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ABSTRACT 
 
Hans Jorgen Hansen: Pindar’s Isthmian 6: A Commentary and Literary Study 
Under the direction of William H. Race 
 
 Pindar’s sixth Isthmian ode, composed to celebrate the first pancratium victory of 
Phylacidas of Aegina, has proven to be highly relevant for recent work on Pindar. It is pertinent 
for discussions of symposia and symposiastic literature, epinician performance, other odes to boy 
victors, and Aeginetan society and literature. Yet, it has never been the subject of a single-ode 
commentary. This dissertation is designed to satisfy this need. 
 The introduction treats the performance context of the ode as well as its myth and the 
connection of the myth to the temple of Aphaea on Aegina. It also includes two sections on 
Pindar’s dialect and the dactyloepitritic meter of the ode. These two sections are aimed 
especially at clarifying how dialect and meter have been used to establish the current text of 
Isthmian 6. The final section treats the manuscript tradition and text of Isthmian 6. The Greek 
text included is largely the same as Snell-Maehler’s Teubner edition; the sole deviation is noted 
in the introduction. Also included is a prose translation intended to be a strict rendering of the 
Greek. The commentary itself is comprehensive, and covers philological, literary, linguistic, 
metrical, and textual aspects of the ode. Throughout the commentary there are also longer, more 
discursive notes that treat the composition of the ode, its rhetoric and conventional features, and 
Pindar’s poetics more generally. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. General Remarks 
 Pindar’s sixth Isthmian ode celebrates Phylacidas of Aegina for his pancratium victory in 
the late 480s BC. Phylacidas was apparently an especially talented pancratiast, and he would go 
on to win a second Isthmian victory, which is celebrated in Isth. 5, the companion ode to Isth. 6. 
Other members of his family were also accomplished athletes. Phylacidas’ brother, Pytheas, won 
an earlier victory at Nemea that occasioned both Pindar’s Nem. 5 and Bacchylides 13. Pindar 
also mentions the athletic victories of Euthymenes and Themistius, the boys’ maternal uncle and 
grandfather, at Nem. 5.41-46, 50-53, and Isth. 6.57-62. Like many, although probably not all of 
the victors commemorated in Pindar’s Aeginetan odes, Phylacidas won his earlier victory in the 
boys’ or youths’ contest. This is stressed by the ode’s pervasive theme of father-son relationships 
and by the ode’s concentration on Phylacidas’ father, Lampon. Isth. 6 is extraordinary in the 
epinician corpus for the amount of attention that is given to the victor’s father, even at the 
expense of the victor himself. The reason for this is that prior to the victories of Pytheas and 
Phylacidas, Lampon’s family was undistinguished in athletics. The victories of Lampon’s 
children have lifted his house out of obscurity, and in Isth. 6.66-68 he is given credit for 
preparing them for success. Judging from internal evidence, Isth. 6 was most likely performed at 
Lampon’s own home in Aegina-town, for an audience that included members of both Lampon’s 
clan, the Psalychiads, and the family of Themistius, Lampon’s father-in-law.  
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 The structure of Isth. 6 is straightforward—the explicit praise for Lampon and his family 
at the beginning and end of the ode frames a central mythological narrative. Pindar begins by 
announcing Phylacidas’ recent victory and offering a wish that one of Lampon’s children win an 
Olympic victory in the future. This announcement is made with a complex sympotic metaphor 
that occurs again in the last two lines of the poem. From the very beginning, special attention is 
paid to Lampon (2), and after a brief gnomic statement, Pindar offers a prayer that Lampon’s 
feeling of prosperity endure until his old age and death. The ode’s theme of fathers and sons and 
its sympotic imagery together find an expression in the ode’s myth, in which Heracles arrives at 
Telamon’s house during a banquet, offers a prayer to Zeus, and then prophesies that Telamon 
will have a strong, stout son. After Pindar breaks off the myth in line 56, he offers more explicit 
praise for Phylacidas, Pytheas, and Euthymenes, and ends with further praise for Lampon.  
 Because it has bearing on many lines of investigation in modern Pindaric scholarship, 
Isth. 6 is especially deserving of an in-depth, single-ode commentary. Interest in Pindar’s and 
Bacchylides’ Aeginetan poetry, and in the island itself, has grown considerably, as demonstrated 
by Pfeijffer (1999), Burnett (2005), Fearn (2007 and 2011), and Polinskaya (2013). Similarly, 
anthropologically-oriented criticism, like that of Crotty (1982), Kurke (1991), Cole (1992), and 
especially Burnett (2005), has stoked an interest in the odes to boy victors and their connection 
to rites of passage. The sympotic theme and mythological exemplum are also significant, in light 
of the increasing interest in symposia and sympotic rhetoric. Work on Greek symposia in the 
early 1990’s, including Oswyn Murray’s 1990 collection, and monographs by François 
Lissarrague (1990a) and Pauline Schmitt-Pantel (1992), has proven influential on Pindaric 
studies, for instance on Jenny Strauss Clay’s (1999) and Andrew Morrison’s (2011 and 2012) 
considerations of the sympotic performance context of Pindar’s epinicia. And in her 2013 
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monograph, Fiona Hobden has also drawn further attention to metasympotics—the tendency for 
sympotic art and literature to refer to itself1— a study to which Isth. 6, with its constant emphasis 
on the poet’s self-representation and its allusion to the ode’s actual sympotic performance 
context, is especially germane. Moreover, Isth. 6 also exhibits some metrical irregularities seen 
only very rarely in other odes (see introductory section on the meter of Isthmian 6 below). All 
these factors, taken together, make Isth. 6 an ideal candidate for a single-ode commentary. 
 Isth. 6 has already been treated in commentaries by Bury (1892), Fennell (1899; first 
edition 1890), Farnell (1962; first edition 1932), Thummer (1968-1969), and Privitera (1982). 
But each of these commentaries covers an entire book or several books of epinician odes, and 
their scope often prevents an in-depth analysis. Similarly restrained are the earlier commentaries 
of Mezger (1880) and Boeckh (1811-1821). This commentary, by contrast, aims at a more 
thorough analysis of a single text, the benefits of which have been shown by the exemplary 
single ode commentaries of Gerber (1982, 1987, 1999, and 2002), Braswell (1988, 1992, 1998), 
and Finglass (2007). In addition to the traditional treatment of semantics, syntax, literary 
comparanda, manuscript tradition, and scholarship, this commentary also explores the ode’s 
rhetoric, generic forms, and the pragmatics of Pindar’s language. Moreover, considerable space 
is given to discussions of the ode’s dialectical and metrical features. While occasional 
discussions can be found in the commentaries especially of Braswell, and in the introduction of 
Gildersleeve (1885), there has not been a synthetic treatment of either topic since Paul Maas’ 
(1913, 1921, 1962) and Barrett’s (1956) important work on meter. Accordingly, included in the 
introduction are brief sections on Pindar’s dialect and dactyloepitritic meter oriented towards 
                                                
1 Rossi (1983, 46-47) first drew attention to the symposium as a “spettacolo a se stesso,” Hobden 
(2013, esp. 22-65) gives the fullest account of how the formal features of lyric verse, its gnomic 
statements, rhetoric of authority, praise and blame, and the poets’ various strategies of self-
presentation are all informed by the poetry’s metasympotic character.  
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explaining the principles that underpin the current text of Isth. 6. The text provided is based on 
Snell-Maehler’s Teubner edition, with some minor changes. The English translation is intended 
to be an accurate, literal rendering of the text, and points where the connotation of a word or 
phrase could not be captured without offering a looser paraphrase have been discussed in the 
commentary. 
 
2. Performance Context 
 There are no outright historical references in Isth. 6 that might indicate its date of 
composition or the date of the victory it celebrates. The scholia are also silent on this issue. But 
some sense of the time period can be deduced from a consideration of relative and absolute 
chronologies of the second of the two odes to Phylacidas, Isth. 5. Isth. 6.1-7 refers to Pytheas’ 
Nemean victory, celebrated in Nem. 5, as the first of the victories of Lampon’s children, and the 
victory of Phylacidas at Isthmia, commemorated in Isth. 6, as the second. Isth. 5 refers to 
Phylacidas’ double achievement (διπλόα ἀρετά) at Isthmia, indicating that it is the second of the 
two odes to Phylacidas. The relative chronology, then, is certain. Most attempts at establishing 
the absolute chronology of Isthmian 5 and 6 have focused on the only concrete historical 
reference in the four odes to Lampon’s children,2 Isth. 5.48-53, where Pindar refers to the battle 
of Salamis as recent (καὶ νῦν...ὀρθωθεῖσα...Σαλαµίς). The prevailing logic is that since Isth. 5 
mentions the battle and Isth. 6 does not, the battle intervened between the two odes. Moreover, if 
it is assumed, first, that the two Isthmian victories of Phylacidas came in consecutive Isthmiads, 
and second, that the odes were composed shortly after the victories they celebrate, Isthmian 6 
should be dated to 480, with the ode composed between the April victory and the battle of 
                                                
2 Besides Pindar’s three odes, Bacch. 13 also celebrates Pytheas’ Nemean victory. 
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Salamis in September, and Isthmian 5 to 478, in celebration of a victory won in April of that 
year.3 Since these two major assumptions underpin any attempt at dating, precision is impossible, 
but it nevertheless is almost certain that Phylacidas’ first Isthmian victory and the ode that it 
celebrates date to the late 480s.4 
 Like the date of composition, the location of the performance of a given ode can only be 
conjectured from the scholia or deduced from internal evidence. Once again, the former is 
lacking for Isth. 6. But the ode has a preponderance of spatial deictics that strongly suggest that 
the initial performance was held at Lampon’s own home in Aegina-town, on the northwest side 
of the island. He states at the outset of his praise for the Aeacids that he has come to “this island” 
(τάνδ’ ἐπιστείχοντα νᾶσον, 21). He also refers to “this city” (τάνδε πόλιν, 65), and as well as to 
the presence of the members of the paternal and maternal clans of Phylacidas, the Psalychiads 
and the family of Themistius, with more spatial deictics (τὰν Ψαλυχιαδᾶν δὲ πάτραν, 63; τόν τε 
Θεµιστίου...οἶκον, 65).5 As usual for the epinicia, the specific context of the performance is 
likely to have been a symposium, specifically at the house of Lampon, and the sympotic scene 
that opens the poem and the performative verb πίσω in the final sentence accord well with this 
                                                
3 Maehler 1982, 2.250-251; Pfeijffer 1995; Nicholson 2005, 255-256 and n. 18; Indegaard 2011, 
295. 
4 It is not impossible that the epinician ode composed in 480 was delayed until after the battle of 
Salamis. The Isthmian games were held sometime in late April or early May, not so long before 
Xerxes crossed over into Greece. Moreover, it should not be forgotten that if the traditional dates 
of 522 or 518 are accepted, Pindar himself might still have been of the age to serve in the Theban 
army. One is forced to consider the possibility that more pressing concerns led to a postponement 
of Phylacidas’ celebration. It is possible then that the ode composed for the victory in 480 is, 
rather, Isth. 5, which would necessitate the dating of Isth. 6 to either 482 or 484. 
5 For forms of the demonstrative definite article as spatial deictics, see note τάν (63) and τόν 
(65). Fenno (2005) offers a critique of the traditional view that Phylacidas and his brother were 
members of the Psalychiad clan (see note on µάτρως, 62, and Ψαλυχιαδᾶν…πάτραν, 63). 
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assumption.6 That Pindar also refers to himself as the overseer of the komos (57-58) might 
further indicate the domestic setting of the original performance.7  
 
3. The Myth of Isthmian 6 
3.1. Background and Interpretation  
 
 The myth that serves as the centerpiece of Isthmian 6 recounts how Heracles, when 
marshaling an army in preparation for his expedition against Laomedon, arrives at the home of 
his ally Telamon, whom he finds hosting a banquet. Telamon offers Heracles the ceremonial 
phiale, and in turn Heracles makes a prayer to Zeus, requesting that he grant Telamon a stout, 
bold son. When Zeus sends his eagle as a sign that he has granted Heracles’ prayer, Heracles 
prophesies Ajax’s future greatness, and he lays on Telamon the injunction that he name his son 
after the eagle (αἰετός) that Zeus sent.  
 A scholiast remarks that Pindar took this myth from Hesiod’s Megalae Eoiae:  
τὸν µὲν ἐν ῥινῷ λέοντος στάντα κελήσατο· τοῦτο ἰδίως. οὐ γὰρ ὁ Τελαµὼν ἐκέλευσε τῷ 
Ἡρακλεῖ ἐµβῆναι τῷ δέρµατι καὶ εὔξασθαι, ἀλλ’ αὐτὸς ὁ Ἡρακλῆς τοῦτο κατ’ ἰδίαν 
ἔπραξε προαίρεσιν. εἴληπται δὲ ἐκ τῶν Μεγάλων Ἠοιῶν ἡ ἱστορία· ἐκεῖ γὰρ εὑρίσκεται 
ἐπιξενούµενος ὁ Ἡρακλῆς τῷ Τελαµῶνι καὶ ἐµβαίνων τῇ δορᾷ καὶ εὐχόµενος οὕτως, καὶ 
ὁ διόποµπτος αἰετός, ἀφ’ οὗ τὴν προσωνυµίαν ἔλαβεν Αἴας. (Hes. fr. 250 M-W = Σ Isth. 
6.53a, 3.255).  
 
If the scholiast is correct, in this myth Pindar is cleverly presenting himself and Lampon, whom 
he credits in lines 66-68 for commending Hesiodic wisdom to his sons in their athletic training, 
as parallel to each other.  
 Aside from Hesiod and Pindar, this myth is attested nowhere else in archaic or classical 
Greek literature.8 Apollodorus’ (3.12.7) later account of the same event also agrees with 
                                                
6 Krummen 2014, 276; Kurke 1991, 138-139; Clay 1999, 29; Indegaard 2011, 298. 
7 Morgan 1993. 
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Pindar’s, even providing the same etymology for Ajax’s name, and it is likely that Pindar or 
Hesiod provided the source material.9 An Homeric scholiast (Σ Hom. Il. 23.821) however 
preserves a variant of this story, in which Heracles attempts to make Ajax invulnerable through 
an act of sympathetic magic, by draping the infant in the skin of the Nemean lion (see Lycophr. 
455-456; Σ Lycophr. 455-456; Asch. fr. 83 TrGF). Martina Hirschberger (2004, 447-449), who 
offers the most recent discussion of the scholiast’s remarks and the variant accounts of Ajax’s 
invulnerability, suggests that Pindar might be referring to the lion skin twice in this short passage 
in order to allude to the alternative account.10 Despite the lack of evidence of variants of this 
myth in the archaic period, her interpretation is compelling. 
 As often in the epinicia, in Isth. 6 Pindar maps the figures in the mythological exemplum 
onto the victor, his family, and the poet himself. Specifically Pindar draws a direct analogy 
between the boy victor, Phylacidas, and the unborn Ajax, between the victor’s father, Lampon, 
and Telamon, and between himself and Heracles, whose prayer and prophecy comprise a 
significant portion of the myth.11 Conspicuously, the mythological analogue for the victor, Ajax, 
does not appear as a character in the ode—it is his potential, as it reflects the potential of 
Phylacidas, that is significant for the logic of the myth.  
                                                                                                                                                       
8 Sophocles (Ajax 430-433) offers an alternative etymology for Ajax’s name, connecting it to the 
exclamation αἰαῖ (see note on Αἴαντα, 53). Ovid appropriates this etymology when he explains 
that the word αἰαῖ appeared on the petals of the hyacinth after the flower was stained by Ajax’s 
blood (Meta. 10.215-216, 207-208, and 13.394-398). The same account is mentioned also in the 
scholia of Theocritus (Σ 10.28a-d, and [e-f]). For an overview of this variant, see Michalopoulos 
2001, 22. 
9 On the pedimental sculpture of the temple of Aphaea on Aegina, an eagle was apparently 
painted on Ajax’s shield (Burnett 2005, 35; Watson 2011, 97). 
10 Gantz (1993, 631) also sees a likely allusion to Ajax’s physical invulnerability. 
11 Indegaard 2011, 294. 
 8 
 There are also parallels between Pindar’s statements at the beginning and end of the ode 
and Heracles’ prayer and prophecy.12 Pindar enunciates two wishes at the beginning of the ode, 
the first in lines 7-9 and the second in lines 16-18. Both of these wishes are made on behalf of 
Lampon. Similar is Heracles’ intercession in lines 42-50, when he makes his prayer to Zeus on 
behalf of Telamon. That both Pindar and Heracles address prayers to Zeus serves to highlight the 
parallelism. The content of Heracles’ prophecy, that Ajax will be “astonishing” in battle, also 
recalls Pindar’s first wish, that either Pytheas or Phylacidas earn another victory, this time at 
Olympia. Moreover, it is worth noting that direct speech in Pindar is not especially common, and 
that he chooses here to have Heracles enunciate his wish in the first person. Heracles’ strong first 
person statements (ἐµᾶν, 42; λίσσοµαι, 45; ἀµόν, 46; µε, 47) parallel Pindar’s own in his second 
wish (ἐγώ, 16; προσεννέπω, 17), and further reinforce the parallelism of the poet and the hero. 
As Wolfgang Schadewaldt (1928, 314-315) notes, wishes in Pindar are expressions of philia, and 
in Isth. 6, the poet’s multiple wishes in the frame, and their resonance in Heracles’ prayer and 
prophecy, indicate that the rhetoric of philia is central to this ode.13 The myth of Isth. 6, then, has 
special rhetorical force. Rather than offer, via mythological allegory, an ethical argument—that 
is, a positive or negative exemplum that is somewhat parallel to the circumstances of the 
athlete’s victory—it is designed foremost to reflect Pindar’s own attitudes to the victor and his 
family, and to describe the same family’s attitude toward himself. 
   
                                                
12 As often in Pindar, the mythological exemplum at the center of the ode is framed by passages 
of explicit praise at the ode’s beginning and end. 
13 For the philia-motif, see note on lines 1-9. 
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3.2. The Myth of Isthmian 6 and the Temple of Aphaea on Aegina 
 In her 2005 monograph, Anne Pippin Burnett revived interest in the temple of Aphaea on 
Aegina as an interpretant for Pindar’s odes for Aeginetan victors.14 This Doric temple, situated 
atop a hill in the northeast corner of the island, occupies a site with continuity perhaps to the 
Mycenaean period.15 Of special interest are the two remarkable pedimental sculpture groups, the 
fragments of which are now held at the Glyptotek in Munich. The scenes of both groups are 
drawn from the Trojan Wars.16 The western group depicts a scene from the second war, and 
includes Ajax and Hector. The eastern group depicts a scene from the earlier war and 
prominently features Heracles and his allies Iolaus and Telamon, as well as the Trojan king 
Laomedon, in a famously pathetic pose. Athena occupies the center of both sculpture groups. 
Additional sculpture, perhaps depicting Zeus’ rape of the island’s eponymous nymph, as well as 
an Amazonomachy with Heracles, were also installed in the temple’s forecourt.17 
 Burnett sees the significance of the Aphaea temple as twofold. First, it is potentially 
associated with rites of passage for aristocratic boys or young men.18 And second, the historical 
circumstances of the island and its ruling class are perhaps reflected in the temple’s rebuilding 
                                                
14 The connection between the temple and the myth of Isth. 6 was first made by Jebb (1882, 177-
178), who believed that the pedimental sculpture inspired Pindar when he was composing the 
ode. 
15 The evidence for Mycenaean cult activity comes primarily from small finds in the East Terrace 
and from the area south of the temple’s east entrance (Pilafidis-Williams 1998, 2-4).  
16 Furtwängler 1906, 308; Ohly 1976; Burnett 2005, 35; Walter-Karydi 2006, 54-69; Polinskaya 
2013, 184. 
17 Ohly 1976, XIII-XIV; Burnett 2005, 32; Watson 2011, 83.  
18 Burnett 2005, 31. 
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and in its sculpture program.19 For Burnett, the temple’s association with initiation ritual would 
be significant, since it would mirror the perceived ritual/re-integrative function of Pindar’s odes. 
To support her view of the temple, Burnett argues that, “The virginal escape of Aphaia, her dive, 
her mythic function as rescued and rescuer, her association with madness (Eur. Hipp. 145), and 
her precinct on the promontory furthest from the city all suggest that Aphaia was essential to 
Aiginetan initiation ceremonies.”20 But the evidence for this is lacking. At Hipp. 141-150, 
Euripides refers to Dictynna, rather than Aphaea, and it is at least somewhat problematic to 
assume the religious significance of a goddess from that of another goddess from a different part 
of the Greek world, even if they have been syncretized.21 Moreover, the temple’s location also 
does little to demonstrate that it is especially associated with rites of passage—the distance from 
the town to the Aphaea temple is roughly the same as that to the temple of Zeus Hellenius to the 
south.22 There are also no contemporary descriptions of the Aphaea cult, which unfortunately 
leaves Pausanias’ (2.30.3) late account as the sole, inconclusive evidence for cult practice at the 
site.23  
                                                
19 Burnett 2005, 41-44. 
20 Burnett 2005, 30. 
21 Indeed, Pausanias (2.30.3) connects the two, as the Aeginetan and Cretan aspects of 
Britomartis. But Polinskaya (2013, 179 n. 166) makes a forceful rejection of the assumption that 
they were equivalent in their social meaning, and she cautions against using such late evidence to 
interpret earlier social institutions. See also Pilafidis-Williams (2008, 142-146) for the 
Mycenaean evidence for Aphaea and Britomartis/Artemis. 
22 Watson 2011, 101-102. 
23 Irene Polinskaya (2013, 177-178) has cast doubt on the presumed association of Aphaea with 
initiation ceremonies, citing the ambiguity of the archaeological evidence and the nearly 
complete dearth of literary or historical evidence. Especially in doubt is the ritual procession 
from Aegina-town to Aphaea that Rutherford (2001, 416) proposes and that Watson (2011, 95 n. 
46) has recently supported. 
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 More significant are the historical circumstances of the sculpture. For reasons that are 
still debated, the early archaic Aphaea temple was replaced sometime in the 5th century.24 
Burnett accepts the dating the rebuilding of the temple to the 490s.25 For Burnett, this temple was 
significant as a space for rites of passage by the Aeginetan nobility, who sought to demonstrate 
their influence by erecting a more monumental temple on the site.26 Furthermore, Ohly, in his 
publication on the marble statue of the temple, asserted that originally the temple featured 
pedimental sculpture groups depicting the rape of the nymph Aegina and an Amazonomachy.27 
And as the temple was nearing completion, he believed, these sculpture groups were removed 
from the pediment and erected in the temple’s forecourt to accommodate replacement sculpture 
groups, the two featuring scenes of the Trojan War currently at the Munich Glyptotek.28 For 
Burnett, who does not accept damage as the cause for the replacement of the sculpture,29 the 
likeliest reason for the replacement is that skirmishes between Aegina and Athens in 491-490, as 
well as the failed, Athens-backed revolt of Nicodromus, motivated the Aeginetan nobility to 
assert their shared authority and power:  
Humiliated by the hostage taking, then vindicated in battle against enemies both local and 
foreign, the ruling Aiginetans will have emerged from these events with an angry sense 
of unity and power...At any rate it is certain that in the mid-480s the oligarchs proclaimed 
the power and independence of their island by constructing a new set of city fortifications 
                                                
24 For a summary of the myriad opinions on the cause of the replacement, see Burnett 2005, 32 n. 
18. To this can be added Stewart’s (2008b, 595-597) proposal that the 6th-century temple was 
destroyed in the Persian Wars. 
25 Williams 1987, 669-671; Bailey 1991, 31-68; Bankel 1993, 169-170; Burnett 2005, 31. 
26 Burnett 2005, 31. 
27 Ohly 1976, XIV. 
28 Ohly 1976, XIV; Williams 1987, 671-674; Burnett 2005, 32-34. 
29 Burnett 2005, 32-33; see also Ohly 1976, XIV. For Stewart’s refutation, see below. 
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and also a walled military harbour separate from the commercial basin. Might not the 
same impulse have taken a symbolic form as well, causing the directors of the Aphaia 
temple project to replace two conventional sculptural programmes with a pair of 
innovations that gave to lords of Aigina a much more aggressive mythic identity?30 
 
Burnett’s suggestion has proven influential. Henrik Indegaard, for instance, has recently argued 
that Isthmian 6, partially through direct allusions to the Aphaea temple, claims prominence for 
the Psalychiadae on Aegina and emphasizes the island’s enduring relationship with Thebes.31  
 The archaeological evidence, however, does not support the chronology that underpins 
either argument. Following Gill’s work on Aeginetan ceramic evidence, Andrew Stewart has 
offered a refutation of a prewar dating of the temple rebuilding.32 The site’s stratigraphy and 
ceramic assemblages show that the terminus post quem for the temple’s foundations cannot be 
earlier than 485-480. Moreover, the ceramics appear to have been used, rather than made for 
deposition in the temple’s terrace fill, which pushes the date closer to 480 if not into the early 
470s. If the building of the temple is estimated to have taken approximately five years, based on 
the comparable Asclepius temple at Epidaurus,33 it is very likely that the pedimental sculpture of 
the Aphaea temple was installed in the first half of the 470s. Stewart also argues for the 
intentional destruction of the old archaic temple, noting that not only was the superstructure 
burned, but it was also damaged with the apparent intention of preventing it from being recycled. 
                                                
30 Burnett 2005, 43. Similarly, Williams 1987, 674 sees a propagandistic motive behind the 
replacement of the sculpture. 
31 Indegaard 2011, 294-322. 
32 Gill 1988 and 1993. Stewart 2008b, 593-595. In her recent, very well researched monograph 
on Aeginetan cult practice, Irene Polinskaya (2013, 481-482) has accepted Stewart’s re-dating, 
as well as Eschbach’s (1995) assertion that there were only two pedimental sculpture groups on 
the Aphaea temple. Watson’s (2011, 84-86) objections to Stewart’s redating fail to refute the 
ceramic evidence. 
33 Stewart (2008, 595-596 and n. 89) who cites IG IV2 1 102.  
 13 
Based on the newly established chronology, and on the manner of the destruction of the temple 
superstructure, Stewart compellingly argues that the archaic Aphaea Temple was destroyed 
during the Persian invasion. Moreover, Stewart accepts Eschbach’s arguments against Ohly’s 
hypothesis of the replacement of the pedimental sculpture groups, and accordingly sees the 
temple’s two (and only two) pedimental sculpture groups as alluding to the Greek victory over 
the Persian armies from the east.34 
 It seems then that Pindar’s odes for the sons of Lampon predate the Aphaea temple, and 
that we cannot understand them to be alluding directly to that temple’s sculptural program.35 It is 
better to understand the shared subject matter of the Aphaea temple and the mythological 
exempla of Isthmian 6 and other Aeginetan odes not as direct allusion, but as a consequence of 
the status of the Aeacid heroes in Aeginetan religion and myth. In Isth. 6.19-20, Pindar 
acknowledges his duty to praise the Aeacids before offering his explicit praise of the victor 
(ὔµµε τ’, ὦ χρυσάρµατοι Αἰακίδαι, | τέθµιόν µοι φαµὶ σαφέστατον ἔµµεν). The word Pindar uses 
to refer to this duty, τέθµιον, denotes specifically a culturally established mandate. The 
implication is that this mandate does not apply to Pindar alone. For instance, Bacch. 13, another 
Aeginetan ode, also takes the deeds of the Aeacids as its mythological material. It is better then 
to see the sculptural program of the Aphaea temple as satisfying the same mandate.36 
 
 
                                                
34 This interpretation is not without precedent; see Blakesley 1854, 2.383 n. 241 and Gill 1988, 
175-176.  
35 Indegaard (2011, 296) acknowledges this possibility. 
36 Polinskaya (2013, 129-134) suggests that all of the Aeacids were worshipped together at the 
Aeginetan Aeaceium.  
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4. Pindar’s Dialect 
 
 Pindar’s dialect is a Kunstsprache, composed essentially of Doric with elements of pure 
Lesbian Aeolic and Epic.37 Pindar avoids many of the more severe features of Doric,38 a 
tendency that has in the past led some scholars to misclassify his dialect as primarily Epic with 
Doric “coloring.”39 This Kunstsprache is divorced from any regional, spoken dialect.40 Early 
understandings of this artistic composite focused on perceived differences of tone in its 
constituent dialects,41 but the dialectical makeup of Pindar’s language is better understood from a 
diachronic perspective. Doric choral lyric acquires Aeolic forms under the influence of Aeolic 
                                                
37 Seymour 1882, 216; Buck 1955, 15; Hiersche 1970, 128-147. It is argued by Ahrens (1843, 
2.410), that Pindar’s dialect had elements of Delphic, which he shared with Hesiod, the other 
great Boeotian poet. Peter (1866, 5-8) offers an influential refutation (primarily on the grounds of 
lack of evidence) of this position. Overviews of Pindar’s dialect specifically can be found in 
Hermann (1827) and Peter’s (1866) dissertation and Lind’s (1893) study, as well as an essay by 
Christ (1891). Gildersleeve (1885) and Seymour (1882, 216-225) include in their commentaries 
summaries of Pindar’s dialect that are largely derived from Peter’s dissertation. Forssman (1966) 
offers a more selective treatment of Pindar’s dialect, covering the dialectical affiliations of rough 
and smooth breathings, the hyperdoric long α, and the non-Doric η, specifically as it appears in 
Pyth. 4. Verdier (1972) treats recurrent features of pure Aeolic (those forms not found in 
Homer). Essential comprehensive treatments of the Aeolic, Doric and Epic, and Boeotian 
dialects include Ahrens (1839 and 1843 = 1971), Thumber-Kieckers (1932), Thumb-Scherer 
(1932), Chantraine (1963), Blümel (1982), and Vottero (1998). 
38 Pindar avoids in particular –µες for –µεν, ἦνθον for ἦλθον, ω for ου (as in τώς for τούς) with 
the exception of ὦν (=οὖν), ἦς for ἦν, κα for κε (or ἄν), η for ᾱ when contracted from αε, αἰ for 
εἰ, and πρᾶτος for πρῶτος (Buck 1955, 345-346). 
39 This view is held by Hermann (1827, iv: “Est enim Pindari dialectus epica, sed colorem 
habens Doricae, interdum etiam Aeolicae linguae.”), as well as by Peter from whom Gildersleeve 
(1885, lxxvi-lxxvii) inherits it.  
40 But it should be noted that the poetry of Bacchylides and Simonides is less Doric (regarding 
especially his preference for 3rd pl. –ουσι over Doric –οντι or Aeolic –οισι) than the poetry of 
Pindar, and shows a greater incidence of the Ionic forms of their native, spoken dialect.  
41 Peter 1866, 4-5. 
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poets like Terpander.42 This influence is early, and visible even in the rather severe Doric of 
Alcman.43 Homer also exerts an influence, even on early lyric poets, especially in his drawing 
metrically convenient alternative forms of words and word endings from different dialects. The 
next stage of influence appears to be Stesichorus,44 who appropriates a number of epic forms in 
order to use dialect to affiliate his lyric poetry with the mythological content of epic. This is the 
dialect that Pindar appropriates for his mythologizing choral lyric: a Doric dialect with Epic 
overtones and Aeolic alternative forms.  
 It must be stressed that Pindar’s language is not divided up by dialect, with certain words 
and forms taken without variation from certain dialects. Instead he uses a great deal of 
dialectically alternative forms, both in lexical items and morphology, for example, the alternate 
3rd pl. verb endings –οντι (Doric) and –οισι (Aeolic). Many of these alternative forms, like 3rd 
decl. dat. pl. –εσσι and –εσι, are established by Homer.  
 The criteria that determined Pindar’s choice between alternatives have been a matter of 
debate: specifically, whether the Doric, Aeolic, and Epic variants carried any unique connotation 
or tone, and whether these connotations determined the use of variant forms. This debate has 
manifested itself most fully in the question of the color epicus, discussed at an early stage by 
Hermann (1827, iv), and advocated at greater length by Forssman (1966)—that is, whether the 
presence of epic forms grants an epic tone to a certain passage or ode.45 In fact, there are many 
                                                
42 Seymour 1882, 216-217. 
43 Buck 1955, 15. 
44 Seymour 1882, 216-217. 
45 Forssman (1966, 86-163, esp. 86-100) points to the frequency of non-Doric η (for ᾱ) in the 
epicizing fourth Pythian. See also Schultz (1905). Braswell (1984, 33 n. 4) points out that the 
most pertinent examples are those where the manuscripts preserve an epic form, the non-epic 
alternative of which is metrically equivalent; the choice between metrically different forms is 
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places where the manuscripts stand in agreement about an (Ionic) epic form, where a Doric or 
Aeolic alternative would fit the meter (see on τέτµανθ’, 22, below), and since the Doric dialect is 
Pindar’s default, these deviant forms are explained by the epic tone that they impart to these 
passages. But serious objections have been raised to the color epicus. Radt (1966), in his review 
of Forssman’s study, makes two criticisms. First, the epic forms that Forssman bases his 
argument on are indeed found in epic, but they are not exclusive to epic. And second, the 
manuscript tradition is not completely reliable, especially in its preservation of certain Ionic 
forms that Forssman takes as sure indicators of the epic dialect. Braswell (1984, 33-36) offers 
another refutation. In this concise article, Braswell points out that there are no collocations of 
epic forms, which would be expected in a passage exhibiting an epic tone; instead, the examples 
of color epicus are all very sporadic. But in general, arguments in favor of color epicus suffer 
from being overly subjective—epic poetry encompasses scenes of battle, intimate conversations 
between family members, sacrifice and banqueting, athletic competition, and deliberative 
oratory, and it is problematic to adopt an epic form that is attested in a less reliable manuscript 
(or in no manuscript at all, see note on κρατῆρα, 2) because the context seems to have an epic 
tone.46 A more practical solution to the problem has been advocated by Braswell. He contends, in 
the same article, that the popularity of Homer predisposed scribes to insert epic forms 
                                                                                                                                                       
largely determined metri causa. Gildersleeve proposes a slightly more elaborate system of three 
moods—Doric, Aeolic, and Lydian. He sees Pindar’s language as Epic with Doric and Aeolic 
elements (Gildersleeve 1885, lxxv), and suggests that the use of Doric and Aeolic forms were 
chosen because of their appropriateness for the mood in which the ode was composed. While the 
identification of these three moods is based on references in Pindar’s odes (Ol. 3.5, Pyth. 2.69, 
Ol. 5.19), little is known about the actual significance of these references and the tones 
associated with these three moods have their source not in ancient testimony but in the 
impressions of early modern scholars.  
46 There are nevertheless examples of the manuscripts preserving epic forms in not particularly 
epic passages, such as the reading of τέτµηνθ’ in the road of song motif at Isth. 6.22-23.  
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accidentally. Following Braswell, then, we should see these sporadic (Ionic) epic forms as 
indicating not an epic coloring of certain passages, but rather, scribal error. Accordingly, the best 
practice is to emend (Ionic) epic forms to Doric, unless only the Aeolic form fits the meter, or if 
Pindar elsewhere shows a preference for the Aeolic form as the default (Turyn, for instance, 
correctly emends all Ionic masc. participles in –ας to Aeolic –αις). 
More difficult, and still unresolved, is the problem of seemingly unmotivated slips into 
more severe Doric or Lesbian Aeolic. The sporadic use of Aeolic (and Boeotian) πεδά instead of 
µετά (Pyth. 5.47, 8.74, fr. 124c) is problematic. At Nem. 6.10-11, Pindar uses Doric τοκά...τοκά, 
rather than his much preferred τοτέ...τοτέ. The word is found in a gnomic statement, a context 
that can hardly be called exceptionally Doric. The matter is further complicated by Ol. 6.66-70, 
where we find τοκά coordinated with τοτέ. As was the case with color epicus, the absence of 
collocated Doricisms (and Aeolicisms), argues against reading any heightened Doric (or Aeolic) 
tone in these exceptional passages. But based on the principle of lectio difficilior, these sporadic 
severe Doricims and Aeolicisms should not be emended to their more common, metrically 
equivalent forms.  
 The reason for dialectical variation cannot, then, be found in the tone or connotation that 
specific dialectical forms bestow on certain passages. Instead of seeing individual passages as 
more or less Doric or Epic, we should see Pindar’s language as homogeneous, at every point 
expressing, through its inherited dialectical makeup, its affiliation with choral lyric and epic 
poetry. But there is also a practical dimension to Pindar’s use of dialectical variants, and it is this 
dimension that is focused on in the commentary. The dactyloepitritic and Aeolic meters are 
complex, and since novel metrical schemes were invented for virtually every ode, the language 
needed to be adaptable. For this adaptability, Pindar made use of the same system of dialectical 
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variants that we see in Homer. For those words or morphological forms that do show variants, 
the default form is Doric, and the variant form is used only to cope with metrical obstacles or 
hiatus. For instance, the 3rd pl. Doric ending –οντι cannot take a ν-moveable, and if followed by a 
vowel-initial word, the Aeolic form –οισι(ν), which is metrically equivalent, but which can take a 
ν-moveable, can be used instead. At the same time, words that do not have dialectical variants do 
not all have Doric forms. Pindar, for instance, uses the Aeolic form Μοῖσα exclusively. It is 
possible that this is a deliberate attempt to affiliate his odes with Lesbian monody. But a more 
pragmatic explanation is that if the presence of non-Doric forms is ensured, the language will in 
practice never become overwhelmingly Doric—an important safeguard, if this composite dialect 
is supposed to express multiple generic affiliations at all times.  
 
5. Pindar’s Meter 
 
5.1. Pindar’s Dactyloepitrites 
 Isthmian 6 is one of the 23 complete Pindaric epinicia composed in pure dactyloepitrites 
(D/e).47 As opposed to the Aeolic meters, which comprise most of the remaining 22 epinicia,48 
the fundamental principles of D/e are relatively well understood.49 D/e is built primarily of two 
                                                
47 Ol. 13 has a heterogeneous meter—its strophe begins with the Aeolic meter, but at line 6 shifts 
to D/e. The entire epode is D/e. Nem. 6 also has dactylic features, especially in its epode, but 
these seem to be dactylic expansions of Aeolic cola, rather than strict D/e cola. The other strict 
D/e poems are: Ol. 3, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, Pyth.1, 3, 4, 9, 12, Nem. 1, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, Isth. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
and 6. The short surviving fragment of Isth. 6 is also composed in D/e. See Itsumi 2009, 409. 
48 With the exception of Ol. 2 and Ol. 5, which have iambic and glyconic/iambic meters 
respectively. 
49 Itsumi (2009) provocatively argues that the prevailing view of Pindaric meter, that half the 
odes are written in D/e and half in Aeolic meters is incorrect, and what are thought to be Aeolic 
meters are actually two separate meters: Aeolic and freer D/e. It is this mistaken combination of 
two discrete types of meter that has sabotaged earlier attempts at determining the principles that 
underlie Pindar’s strict Aeolic meters. 
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distinct feet: the hemiepes, – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – (=D),50 and the epitrite, – ⏑ – (=e).51 The D foot can 
undergo expansion or abbreviation.52 Between the feet, there are generally intervening anceps 
linking syllables.53 As a rule these linking syllables are long by default, but under certain 
circumstances can appear as short.54 Linking syllables can also fall at line-beginning or line-end, 
                                                
50 The reason why the hemiepes, rather than single dactylic unit, is the basic unit of D/e is that 
repetition is required to convey the character of the dactylic meter. Since almost every D/e foot is 
bound on either side by a long linking syllable, a single dactylic unit, (–) – ⏑ ⏑ (–), can appear to 
be a choriamb. The single dactyl – ⏑ ⏑ – (=d1), then, is seen as an “abridged form of D” (Itsumi 
2009, 44). 
51 Maas 1962, §55; Snell GM, 51-52. The notation— D, e, d1, d2, E, etc.—is Maas’. See below 
for an account of this system. The term dactyloepitrite is traditional but criticized (West 1982, 
70). The main difficulty regards the epitritic foot. Westphal, who established the terminology for 
D/e, borrowed the term ‘epitrite’ from Hephaestion (3.3), who uses it to refer to the feet – – ⏑ – 
and – ⏑ – –. But this does not satisfactorily describe this foot in D/e, since the linking syllable, 
that is, the first long of – – ⏑ – and the last long of – ⏑ –  –, is optional. To accommodate this 
discrepancy, modern scholars working on D/e also refer to – ⏑ – as an epitritic unit, even though 
this same unit elsewhere is referred to as a cretic. In this commentary, ‘epitrite’ denotes any 
permutation of (–) – ⏑ – (–).  
52 D can be expanded to – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – (=Dd2) or truncated to – ⏑ ⏑ – (=d1). An acephalous 
form of d1, ⏑ ⏑ – (=d2), also appears, although the need for this form is disputed (West 1982, 70). 
Doubled e feet, – ⏑ – × – ⏑ –, are generally designated by the symbol E, although it must be 
noted that this is not an expansion, as Dd2 is, but rather two distinct e feet with an intervening 
linking syllable. But the frequency of the E metron is high enough to warrant its own notation. 
But since it is not an independent foot, but a pair of feet, it is better, although not perfectly 
happy, to refer to E as a metron. 
53 Maas 1962, §55. Abutting principes (that is, in West’s terminology, initial or final positions in 
a foot) are rare, but do occur in Pindar’s D/e odes. See also Snell GM 53.  It should be noted that 
the idea of linking syllables has been adopted because it is a convenient way of analyzing the 
metrical composition of D/e poetry, since it limits the number of types of metrical feet that 
comprise D/e. But West (1982, 70) reminds us that in reality we are dealing with several variant 
types of e and D feet.  
54 According to Itsumi (2009, 45), the presence of the linking-syllable between metrical feet 
distinguishes D/e from what he terms freer D/e, a meter that permits the expansion of both 
dactylic and epitritic feet (for instance, e2, – ⏑ – ⏑ –, a foot that is not found in strict D/e). 
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although Pindar’s preference is for lines to terminate bluntly.55 In addition, one of the two longa 
of an e foot is occasionally resolved to a biceps; this generally occurs to facilitate the inclusion of 
metrically inconvenient names.56 
Each ode exhibits a different configuration and proportion of D and e feet, and the 
character of a given verse is largely a product of this organization. The linking syllables 
contribute much to the character of a strophe or verse. Since epitritic feet are never expanded in 
D/e, but rather require intervening linking syllables, and since linking syllables generally appear 
as long, the typical epitritic unit is – – ⏑ –  –, – – ⏑ – , or – ⏑ – –, depending on where it falls in 
the line. The heavy, stately rhythm of epitritic feet, especially when they appear in the doubled 
form (–)E(–), (–) – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – (–), stands in a marked contrast with the rapidity of the D foot, – 
⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ –. So a typical period, such as E–D, – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – (Isth. 6.e3), shows a 
progression from the steady pacing of successive longa to the tumbling rhythm of the dactyls at 
the conclusion. The modulation between the two speeds within periods, and the progression from 
more or less epitritic or dactylic periods within strophes and epodes give D/e its flexible 
character.  
To represent the character of a given strophe of D/e, Paul Maas devised a notational 
system that has been widely adopted by modern scholars.57  
 
 Dactylic Units Epitritic Units 
                                                
55 Itsumi 2009, 415; Hutchinson 2001, 375. A blunt-end is a line that terminates with the last 
syllable of a metrical foot, a pendant-end is a line that terminates with a linking syllable. 
56 West 1982, 27 and 71. 
57 Bruno Snell is the most notable proponent of the system, and he uses the notation throughout 
his Griechische Metrik, as well as in the Teubner editions of Pindar and Bacchylides. West 
(1982, 70) correctly points out that Maas’ notation is an analytical tool, not an “etymological 
analysis.”  
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abbreviated 
& acephalic 
 
d2 = 
 
⏑ ⏑ – 
  
abbreviated d1 = – ⏑ ⏑ –   
basic D = – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – e = – ⏑ – 
expanded  Dd2 = – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ –   
doubled   E = – ⏑ – × – ⏑ – 
 
Although it is sometimes treated as a system for summarizing traditional metrical schemata, 
Maas’ notation has a number of limitations—it is unable, for example, to represent caesurae 
within feet. The metrical scheme of Isth. 6.s3, as found in Turyn’s edition, is: 
 
– ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ | – ⏑ ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – | 
 
but in Snell-Maehler, the same line is notated as E_Dd2_e_.58 Since Maas’ notation cannot 
represent catalectic D (– ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑), it also cannot indicate the caesura after the fourteenth 
position. But despite its insufficiency as a replacement for traditional metrical schemata, Maas’ 
notation is an effective interpretative tool. This is because it can depict in a condensed form the 
makeup of entire strophes and the modulation between the steady epitritic sections and the rapid 
dactylic ones. 
  Because of the prominence of dactylic feet—and because Pindar seems to have inherited 
this meter from Stesichorus—a more “epic” tone is sometimes attributed to the D/e odes than to 
the Aeolic ones. This observation is often made in reference to the epicizing fourth Pythian.59 
But the content of the fourth Pythian perhaps overly influences our perception of the inherent 
epic-ness in D/e. D/e is a heterogeneous meter, and the dactylic feet exist in a tension with the 
                                                
58 The underscore, _ , is used to denote a linking syllable that is long in every iteration. 
Otherwise, ⏓ or ⏑ are used depending on whether the long or the short appears more frequently. 
Where the characters ⏖, ⏕ or ⏔ occur abutting an e foot, they indicate that the first or last long 
of that foot is resolved. For resolutions and anceps syllables, line-numbers given in superscript 
indicate where the less frequent form occurs in the text. 
59 West 1982, 76. 
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epitritic ones—dactyls can be said to grant an epic tone to the meter, but the epitrites modulate 
this epic-ness. What matters more than just the use of D/e is the configuration and proportion of 
dactylic and epitritic feet within the lines and strophes. Compare, for instance, the greater 
proportion of dactylic feet and the end-period position of these feet in Nem. 10,  
 
1 ⏑⏑–⏑⏑e⏓1.73e_D || 2 e_D_D || 3 e_D || 4 e⏓4.22D⏓82?e || 5 e_D⏓D || 6 E_ee⏓6.24E||| 
 
with the epode of Pythian 3, which shows a greater frequency and prominence of epitritic feet. 
 
1 e_D || 2 E_e || 3 e_D_ | e || 4 e⏓18D_ || 5 D_E || 6 D_E || 7 D_D || 8 e_D_e_ || 9 d2d2_E|| 
 
 In addition to its aesthetic appeal, the meter of Pindar’s odes provides a textual safeguard, 
because of the observance of strict external responsion, that is, responsion between the same 
position in different strophes and epodes.60 In Pindar’s epinicia, longs correspond with longs of 
the same position and shorts with shorts of the same position almost invariably. The departures 
from this practice follow a few, well-delineated rules:61  
1. Linking anceps is by default long in all places, and occurrences of short anceps are only 
permitted after the first triad if a short anceps appears in a corresponding position in the first 
triad.62 Formulated as a rule—the first triad establishes which linking syllables are permitted 
                                                
60 Maas 1962, §30. 
61 After the publication of the Bacchylides papyrus it was a widely held belief (Schroeder, 
Farnell, Wilamowitz, Höhl) about D/e in general that the trochaic epitrite – ⏑ – –  could exist in 
responsion with d1 – ⏑ ⏑ –. Maas (1913, 1921) was the first to argue against this mistaken 
understanding. Bowra (1930) also rejected this responsion. Itsumi (2009, 416-417) explains the 
apparent responsion of – ⏑ – – ~ – ⏑ ⏑ –: d1e is one of the very few sequences of principes that 
regularly appear without a linking syllable, and the similarity of d1e – ⏑ ⏑ – – ⏑ – and E (– ⏑ – – 
– ⏑ –) created the “illusion that these two combinations could be in strophic responsion” (416).    
62 West 1982, 74; Barrett 1956, 248-249; Höhl 1950, 16-21; and Boeckh 1811-1821, 1.2.282. 
This rule does not apply to linking syllables that fall at verse end, in which case the short syllable 
ought to be understood as a brevis in longo. Braswell (1998, 67 n. 13) notes that the Nemeans 
and Isthmians tend to violate this rule more than the Olympians and Pythians.   
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to appear as short later in the ode. This rule is fairly uncompromising, and only four 
violations of it have been identified in the epinicia.63  
2. One of the two longa of an e foot can be resolved to a biceps.64 The resolution of the first 
longum is much more common.65 Unlike short linking syllables, resolution apparently does 
not need to occur in the first triad for its occurrence in later triads to be permitted.66 Often 
this resolution is used to accommodate metrically inconvenient names.  
3. Word break is avoided after a long anceps, if that anceps appears as short in any 
corresponding position in the ode.67  
4. Epic correption is found in Pindar’s dactyloepitritic poems only in the hemiepes and is 
avoided in e, E, d1 and d2 feet.68  
                                                
63 Barrett 1956, 248-249 and 249 n.1. 
64 Pindar resolves a longum in a dactylic foot once, at Isth. 4.45 (Maas 1962, §55), and he 
resolves an anceps once as well, at Pyth. 4.44. See Itsumi 2009, 417-418; Braswell 1988 ad loc.; 
Snell GM, 53-54; and Höhl 1950, 19. The resolution of longum to biceps that is found in Pindar 
and Bacchylides is a development not found in Stesichorus (West 1982, 71). 
65 Maas 1962, 55. But see my note on Isth. 6.63; Braswell 1988, 349-350 n. 253c. 
66 Braswell (1988, 108-109 n. 31a) observes that any resolution of a longum in an e foot to ⏖ 
occurs either in every occurrence of that position in an ode, or only once. When the resolution 
occurs at every instance, it is line-initial 9 out of 12 times (Itsumi 2009, 418). See also Maas 
1962, §55. 
67 This is Itsumi’s refinement of Maas’ Law, first formulated by Paul Maas (1904). It was refined 
by Parker (1966, 4-9), who, like Maas, found Pindar’s practice to be freer than Bacchylides’. It is 
Itsumi’s observation that the law applies in Pindar only after long explicit ancipites (ancipites 
that manifest as short at least once) but not after implicit ancipites (ancipites that appear only as 
long in a given ode). See also Maas 1962, §48. 
68 Braswell 1988, 67 n. 5c; Maas 1962, 129; Clapp 1904, 15-17; Schwyzer 1.400.  
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These four rules together form almost the entire range of possible exceptions to strict responsion 
in the triadic epinicia.69 A violation of strict responsion not accounted for by any of these four 
rules is taken as an indication of textual corruption. 
 Because of the reliably strict external responsion of the odes,70 the quantity of any given 
position and the feet into which the sequences of these positions are grouped are generally quite 
clear. The colometry, however, is often difficult to determine.71 The establishing of an ode’s 
colometry is a two-part process: 1. division of a sequence of long and short syllables into feet or 
metra, and 2. the division of sequences of feet or metra into periods through the identification of 
the period-breaks that separate them. While the former has proven to be difficult for Pindar’s 
Aeolic poetry, the determination of feet within the D/e odes, because the relative paucity of types 
                                                
69 Other apparent exceptions, such as –ος or –ον falling in a long position and not made long by 
position (Ol. 6. 77, Pyth. 3.6; Ol. 6.103, Nem. 1.69), are not matters of – ~ ⏑ responsion but of 
metrical lengthening; these syllables count as naturally long (Braswell 1988, 268 n. 184d).  
70 Maas 1962, §30. 
71 West 1982, 76. For the sake of clarity, a number of terms should be established at the outset of 
the discussion. I use the term strophe-line to refer the first, second, third, etc. lines of a strophe at 
every iteration of a strophe/antistrophe. In Isth. 6, the first strophe-line occurs at lines 1, 10, 26, 
35, 51 and 60—there are six iterations of the first strophe-line. The correlate of this is epode-line, 
which has only half as many iterations as a strophe-line in a given ode, provided that that ode is 
triadic. A position refers to a specific syllable in a given strophe- or epode-line. Maas (1962, 
§66) uses the term contact rather than cut. A cut, in the terminology of Parker (1966, 5), who 
adopted the idea from Irigoin (1953), is a word break that occurs after a certain position in every 
iteration of a strophe- or epode-line. If a cut falls between a metrical foot and a linking syllable 
or between two principes, it is termed a diaeresis, otherwise it falls inside a foot and is termed a 
caesura (Maas 1962, §46). A period is a unit of meter that is generally composed of an 
arrangement of smaller, more basic units—feet or pairs of feet (metra). The syllables within a 
period are thought to follow, one after the other, without any pauses. The absence of a pause has 
been termed synapheia. Synapheia does not occur between periods. A break in synapheia, then, 
is entailed by a period-break. The only pauses in a given strophe (or epode) are found at period-
breaks, designated by the symbol ||. See Maas 1962, §45-46 and 63; Snell GM, 7; and West 
1982, 4-6. 
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of feet (e, E, d1, d2, D, Dd2) in this meter, has presented little difficulty. The opposite is the case 
for the determination of period-breaks.    
 The identification of period-breaks amounts to the identification of breaks in synapheia, 
that is, pauses between periods within a strophe. It is essential to determine the colometry of the 
odes because these pauses are meaningful. Besides giving the performer an opportunity to 
breathe, they ease the cognitive burden on the recipient-end by breaking up a continuous 
sentence or utterance into smaller syntactic units—subordinate or conjoined clauses and noun, 
participial and prepositional phrases. But pauses can also interrupt these units, and hold them in 
suspense to achieve emphasis. Because they are not merely functional or ornamental, but 
significant for both cognition and poetics, it is crucial that the pauses that are inscribed in the text 
be identified. 
The prevailing practice for determining period breaks is followed by both Turyn and 
Maas.72 Since periods are comprised of groups of feet, period-breaks can only fall between feet; 
this is, period-breaks can only occur where there is a diaeresis.73 Moreover, since period-breaks, 
like positions, must comply with external responsion, they can only occur at diaereses that are 
also cuts. The difficulty lies in the fact that while every period-break coincides with a diaeresis, 
there are diaereses that are not coincident with period-breaks.74 It is part of Pindar’s artistry that 
he prefers to repeat word-breaks after certain positions in some periods in multiple iterations, and 
sometimes in every iteration, of a strophe or epode. For example, in Isth. 6, there is a word break 
after the 5th position in every iteration of e6. This habit means that repeated word-breaks alone 
                                                
72 Maas, RF 2.14-15.  
73 See however West’s (1982, 73) comments on the redivision principle. 
74 West 1982, §75. 
 26 
are not diagnostic for period-breaks. But provided that a given diaeresis is also a cut, it is 
possible to identify a period-break at that position affirmatively, if one (or both) of two formal 
criteria is met: 1. the syllable preceding the cut must be a diagnostic brevis in longo75 or 2. there 
is hiatus between two syllables on each side of a cut.76  
These criteria are, however, insufficient. While a period-break allows for brevis in longo 
and hiatus, it does not mandate them.77 These two indications are in fact quite rare, especially 
since final –αι and –οι in Pindar’s dialect are in most cases naturally long, not short as in Attic.78 
In addition to the general infrequency of brevis in longo and hiatus, the relative shortness of the 
odes also inhibits the identification of period-breaks. Since the average ode has between 3 and 4 
triads, there are generally only 6 or 8 opportunities for end-line brevis in longo or hiatus to occur 
per strophe-line. Diagnostic opportunities for period-breaks in epodes are even fewer, since there 
is only one epode for every strophe/antistrophe pair (2-4 iterations of a period-break in the 
average ode). For this reason, period-breaks tend to be less well established in the epodes. It is 
certain then that there are more period-breaks in the epinicia than are indicated by the formal 
criteria. 
                                                
75 Maas 1962, §34. It is necessary to make the distinction between diagnostic and non-diagnostic 
brevis in longo. A brevis in longo that could potentially undergo lengthening because the line in 
question ends with a consonant and the first word of the next line begins with a consonant (or 
because that word begins with a double consonant) is non-diagnostic. This however does not 
mean that a non-diagnostic brevis in longo is not an actual brevis in longo, but only that it cannot 
be used to determine a period break.  
76 Itsumi 2009, 409; Snell GM, 7; Maas 1962, §66. Subsequent vowels are not considered to 
exhibit hiatus if they undergo correption. But since in Pindar epic correption is only found in the 
short syllables of the hemiepes, end-line hiatus is always diagnostic for period-breaks. 
77 Itsumi 2009, 409; Maas 1962, §66. 
78 Smyth §162 D.2. 
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 Snell-Maehler and Turyn were aware of the inadequacy of the formal criteria when they 
formulated their metrical schemata. To indicate suspected, but non-provable period breaks, they 
make use of a certain formatting convention—they divide their texts into lines, each terminating 
in a period-break that is either 1. determined by the formal criteria laid out above, or 2. surmised 
from the context, despite the absence of formal criteria.79 The period-breaks that lack formal 
indications are determined by the frequency of clause- or sentence-end at that position, as well as 
by the internal-responsion of the period.80 The lack of any formal signifier for a conjectured 
period-break reflects a prevailing view of the task of a text- or meter-critic—to present what is 
certain about a text and its meter. This task, however, does not fully serve the literary critic, who 
needs to know not only where meaningful pauses are certain to occur, but where all meaningful 
pauses occur.  
Even where the formal criteria are lacking, it is often possible to assume the presence of a 
period-break with a fair amount of probability. If a diaeresis81 is coincident with a sentence- or 
clause-break at every, or almost every, iteration of a strophe or epode, it is very likely a period-
break.82 The reason is that unless otherwise motivated, the placement of pauses will conform to 
Grice’s maxim of manner—language will be presented in such a way that is most 
understandable.83 Pausing is the technique for indicating segments (or chunks) of language par 
excellence. It can be used to set off noun and prepositional phrases, participial phrases and 
                                                
79 Maas 1962, §45. 
80 Maas 1962, §49. 
81 In the following discussion, unless otherwise noted, the diaeresis is a cut. 
82 Maas 1962, §49. 
83 Grice 1975, 46-47. 
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subordinate clauses. Most of all, and most importantly, it is used to signal the end of a sentence. 
This signal is lost and Grice’s maxim is violated if sentence-end arrives mid-period. In Snell-
Maehler’s edition of Isthmian 6, for instance, only 5 of 17 full-stops (indicated by a period .) and 
6 of 13 half-stops (indicated by the raised dot ·) do not fall at a surmised or confirmed period-
break. Where a sentence-break is found mid-line, a reason, such as a meaningful enjambment, 
should be sought.84 Coincident pauses, then, provide the most important evidence when 
considering surmised period-breaks. Period-breaks that coincide in almost, but not every, 
iteration with sense-breaks are especially important. Unmarked language—here, the convergence 
of period- and sentence-breaks—does not generally call for interpretation. But it does establish a 
baseline against which marked language—here, the occurrence of a sentence-break within a 
period—stands out. The methodology followed in this commentary is to use recurrent sentence-
breaks to identify likely period-breaks, and then to consider non-adherence with these period-
breaks as instances of marked language.85  
A supplemental consideration is derived from Calvert Watkins’ observation of verb 
placement within Pindar’s odes. Through a comprehensive study of Pindar, Watkins found that 
verbs almost always appear abutting syntax-breaks, cuts or period-breaks (including strophe-
initial and strophe-final positions), coming either immediately before or after the break.86 Verbs 
                                                
84 This is consistent with a view of violations of Gricean Maxims as indications not of mistakes 
in language use, but of marked language and pragmatic phenomena like conversational or 
conventional implicature (Grice 1975).  
85 Itsumi (2009, 411) advocates assuming the presence of a period-break wherever a cut 
coincides with a diaeresis (provided the period-established by this practice is at least as long as 
_e).  
86 Watkins 2002, 322. Watkins formulated his rule through a study not just of finite verbs, but 
also infinitives and participles. But since participial phrases and infinitival indirect statement 
might be construed as syntactically bound units, and since verbs can abut either syntactic or 
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can be separated from these breaks by only a single constituent.87 Violations of this rule are only 
permitted under special circumstances.88 Since statistically verbs tend to abut period-breaks 
rather than period-internal cuts,89 a diaeresis that is abutted by a verb in multiple iterations of a 
strophe- or epode-line is a likely period-break.90 The inference or confirmation of a period-break 
from the position of one or more verbs is referred to as verb-signposting.91  
                                                                                                                                                       
metrical boundaries, it is unclear whether participles or infinitives in these structures can be used 
to diagnose period-breaks.  
87 According to Watkins (2002, 322-323), a constituent can be comprised not only of a single 
word, but of an entire noun phrase or prepositional phrase. In general, all enclitics, post-
positives, conjunctions and particles are inert (in Watkins’ terminology), meaning that they are 
not considered constituents.  
88 The most noteworthy exception is omphalic structure (Watkins 2002, 324), which is the 
distraction of a noun phrase so that the modifier falls on one side of the verb, and the modified 
noun on the other. This is the basic form recognizable as Race’s framing hyperbata (Race 2002), 
which are in effect elaborate omphalic structures. 
89 Watkins 2002, 325. 
90 Problematically, Watkins does not always differentiate between surmised and proven period-
breaks. More work is needed to explain the underlying mechanics and reason for the 
phenomenon that Watkins has observed; for example, an account still must be given for why 
verb placement is occasionally determined by something as incidental as a period-internal 
dovetailed caesura, or if examples of signposting such as these can be accounted for in another 
way. That being said, the relative placement of verbs is a useful consideration, even if it must be 
a supplemental consideration to the frequency of sentence- and clause-end.  
91 Watkins 2002, 322. 
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5.2. The Meter of Isthmian 6 
 
Dactylo-epitrite: Α-Γ  
 
Strophe92 
 s1    – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ||*             _ e _ D ||*   
 s2.    – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ ⏓ ||b             E _ d1 ||b   
 s3.   – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑|– ⏑ ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – |?   E _ Dd2 _ e _ |?   
 s4.   – ⏑⏕⏓ – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ||h              e⏕63 ⏓29.63 D ||h   
 s5.    – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏓ ||b&h                _E ||b&h   
 s6.    – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ ⏓ ||b         D _ e _ d1 ||b  
 s7.    ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ – ⏓ – ⏑ – –⏔⏑ –|              ⏖e ⏓ e _ ⏔7.16e |    
 s8.   – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏓ ||b         _ e _ D _ e ||b   
 s9.    – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – |||                 _ E _ |||  
 
Epode 
 e1.   – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ||*              e _ D _ ||*   
 e2.   – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – – ||*             e _ D _ ||*   
 e3.   – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – –| – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ||*          E _ | D ||*   
 e4.   – ⏑ – – – ⏑ –||?– –⏑⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏒ – ⏑ – – ||?     E |? _ D ⏒ e _ |?  
 e5.   – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – –| – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – ||*          E _ | D ||*   
 e6.   – – ⏑ – –| – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏒ ||b         _ e _ | D _ e ||b   
 e7.   – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – – ⏑ – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏓ |||     e _ D e E |||   
 
 
|  – indicates a cut, but not a period-break, even in end-line position 
|?  – indicates a potential period-break  
||b  – indicates a period-break confirmed by a brevis in longo 
||h  – indicates a period-break confirmed by hiatus 
||b&h – indicates a period-break confirmed by both brevis in longo and hiatus. 
||*  – indicates a period-break surmised from frequent sentence- or clause-break and verb-
signposting, but not corroborated by brevis in longo or hiatus 
 
  
                                                
92 The metrical scheme is adapted from Turyn (1952, 202), and the notation is taken, with some 
modification, from S-M. 
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 In most respects, the meter of Isthmian 6 is relatively straightforward. Its most exotic 
feature is that the longum of an e foot is resolved at three different points, two of which occur in 
the same strophe-line (s4 and twice in s7). The first of these is a rare resolution of the second, 
rather than first longum (– ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ rather than ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ –). The ode also contains, at line 65 (=s4), one 
of the four violations in all of Pindar’s epinicia of the rule that linking syllables can appear as 
short after the first triad only in positions that correspond to short linking syllables in the first 
triad.  
 The colometry of Isthmian 6, however, poses a problem. The strophe is relatively clear 
and the period-breaks identified in Turyn and Snell-Maehler are for the most part indisputable. It 
is fairly certain that there is a period break at the end of s1, since almost every iteration of this 
line terminates in a sense-pause. Less clear is the presence of a period-break at the end of s7; it 
lacks not only formal criteria but also consistent sense-pauses and verb-signposting. The epode is 
more problematic. Formal criteria do not confirm a period-break until the end of e6. But sense-
breaks and verb-signposting show that e1, e2, e3 and e5 all very likely terminate in period-
breaks. The most difficult line is e4. In their lineation, Turyn and Snell-Maehler indicate a likely 
period-break after the twentieth position. There is however only one iteration of e4 (22) that has 
a notable sense-pause after this position. But since there are 35 syllables in e4-e5, there is almost 
certainly a period-break somewhere in those two lines. One possibility is a period-break after the 
seventh position of e4 (E ||?); in two iterations of e4, clause- or sentence-end (47 and 72, 
respectively) occur here. In the remaining iteration this cut is spanned by a framing hyperbaton 
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(22), a structure that often confounds the expectation that period-end and sentence- or clause-end 
will coincide.93  
 The strophe (and antistrophe) of Isthmian 6 has a dynamic and sophisticated metrical 
scheme. An initial epitrite + dactyl motif is reiterated four times (s1-s4) with elements of 
increasing length and rapidity, especially in the climactic third strophe-line. This motif is cut off 
at s5 by a period that is comprised of a single, slow E metron. Mid-strophe periods composed 
entirely of epitritic feet are quite rare, occurring only eight times in the D/e epinicia (Ol. 7.s3, 
11.e5-e6, Pyth. 1.s3, Nem. 1.s5, 5.s3, 11.s4, Isth. 2.e3, and 6.s5; as well as in slightly modified 
forms at Nem. 5.s4 and 8.e4). Since an epitrite-only period, especially (–)E(–), is so common in 
the last line of a strophe, it is possible to conjecture that it functions, like the perfect cadence in a 
piece of classical music, as a convention signaling the final line of a strophe. For this reason, 
when it occurs mid-strophe, it can have the effect of signaling a false-end and serving as a point 
of division between two different metrical motifs within the same strophe. Such is the effect of 
the exclusively E period of s5. The strophe resumes in s6 with a new, and more advanced motif, 
dactyl + epitrite + dactyl.94 This heavily dactylic line leads into s7, a line that despite being 
comprised exclusively of e feet, is extremely brisk because of the two resolved longa. But the 
rapidity of s6 and s7 are foil for the stately, measured pace of the heavily epitritic s8, itself an 
inversion of the motif of s6. As expected, a solitary E foot comprises the entire final line (s9), 
closing off the epode with a slowness that contrasts with the strophe’s early rapidity. The 
                                                
93 See the pertinent notes for the justification of the colometry presented above, and for a 
discussion of the problems that attend the epode. 
94 Periods composed of pairs of feet or metra, _D_D and _D_E being quintessential examples, 
seem to be typical of D/e in its early stages (West 1982, 72). Periods of three feet or metra occur 
in more advanced examples of the meter.  
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strophe, then, shows a movement from more dactylic to more epitritic periods, and concurrently 
from conservative to advanced period-composition.  
 The dynamic composition of the strophe contrasts with the more repetitive quality of the 
epode. The epode begins by reiterating three times the same epitrite + dactyl motif that begins 
the strophe (e1-e3). Because of the difficult colometry, the next two lines (e4-e5) resist a precise 
explanation. If the period-break falls at the end of e4, it seems that a variation of the initial 
motif—epitrite + dactyl + epitrite—is introduced in this line, in preparation for the same motif in 
the concluding lines of the epode (e6-e7). In e5, the original motif is recalled, apparently in an 
effort to dovetail the two motifs that make up the epode.95 The epode concludes (e6-e7) with the 
motif first introduced at e4. While not exclusively epitritic, the last period of the epode 
terminates with an additional E metron, which recalls the E endings of other strophes and 
epodes. As with the strophe, we see in the epode a progression from more dactylic periods to 
more epitritic ones at the end. Moreover, the epode, with its repeating and fairly simple periods, 
balances out the metrical intricacy of the strophe/antistrophe.  
 
 
6. The Text of Isthmian 6 
 The text of Isthmian 6, like all of the Isthmian odes, is based almost exclusively on two 
manuscripts, B, Vaticanus Graecus 1312, and D, Laurentianus 32, 52. The only other evidence 
available for text critics of this ode are the Triclinian editions and notes in the scholia, which 
have occasionally motivated the emendation of the text (see note on ἀίει, 25). Unfortunately, the 
two manuscripts are from the same Vatican recension (β), which hinders more systematic 
                                                
95 Alternatively, if there is a period-break after the E metron of e4, the following period is dactyl 
+ epitrite + dactyl, and the two periods after that are inversions of this new motif, epitrite + 
dactyl + epitrite. 
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approaches to editing the text. Accordingly, most of the emendations that have been proposed for 
Isth. 6 are based not on a careful comparison of surviving manuscripts of different recensions, 
but on metrical, semantic, dialectical and grammatical irregularities, real or mistaken, and how 
well a given word or phrase accords with the perceived sense of the passage. Nevertheless, the 
text of Isth. 6 is largely secure, in that there are few serious discrepancies between the two 
surviving manuscripts, and there are few points at which the sense of the text seems corrupt.96 
Nevertheless, without corroboration from another recension, it is not possible to be certain that 
the agreement of B and D, and the coherent sense of the text, is not a consequence of manuscript 
contamination and/or attempts at correction made later in the manuscript tradition. 
 Manuscript B was recognized by even the earliest Pindaric scholars as being the more 
reliable of the two manuscripts. Traditionally, then, B has been treated as the dominant 
manuscript, and D brought in for corroboration. Where the two manuscripts disagree, the reading 
of B is almost always adopted. By my count, B and D disagree only nineteen times in Isth. 6, and 
the reading of B is preferred to that of D thirteen times. The critical apparatus below reflects this. 
When B and D agree, and that reading is accepted, the reading is not mentioned in the critical 
apparatus. When they differ, and B is accepted, B is not mentioned. But when they differ and the 
reading from D is accepted, both B and D are listed, and the critic who first adopted the reading 
of D is provided in parentheses. The only exception to this practice is when the reading of BD is 
needed to make clear the target of an emendation, as with Bury’s proposal of οὔτ’ for οὐδ’ in line 
24. 
 The text below is nearly identical to that of Snell-Maehler’s most recent Teubner edition, 
with the exception of ἆρα at line 55 (S-M ἦρα, after Schroeder). It also reflects the colometry and 
                                                
96 The sole, but serious, exception is the lacuna at line 36, for which, see notes on line 36 and on 
δαινυµένων  (36).   
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line-numbering of that edition. The critical apparatus is, however, much fuller. I was able to find 
no errors in Gerber’s (1974, 136-139) critical apparatus for Isth. 6, and accordingly, the critical 
apparatus below departs from Gerber’s only in its selection. The critical apparatus focuses on 
readings that are discussed in the commentary, as well as emendations made on the basis of 
dialect, those that are significant or exemplary for trends in text criticism at the time they were 
made, and those that found purchase in the tradition for some time, even if they were ultimately 
rejected.  
 Especially from the late 18th through the 19th centuries, Pindar’s epinicia were the focus 
of a great deal of critical attention. Problematically, a number of important critics published 
numerous texts and commentaries, often adopting and rejecting different emendations in 
subsequent editions. Where a scholar has proposed more than one emendation for the same 
passage, dates for the different emendations are noted. Dates are also given for emendations that 
were proposed in articles or monographs. Lastly, emendations were proposed by three scholars, 
Philip Melanchthon, Giovanni Mingarelli, and A. W. Mair, who either did not publish a text of 
Pindar, or whose text does not survive. These emendations are preserved in later editions that 
cite them, and in the critical apparatus, the name of the scholar who proposed the emendation as 
well as the earliest text to adopt the emendation are recorded. 
 
 
  
 36 
 
 
 
 
 
SIGLA 
 
 β  Recensio Vaticana 
 B  Vaticanus Graecus 1312 
 D  Laurentianus 32, 52 
 
Other Abbreviations 
 Bs   a second reading written supra lineam 
 Bec  a reading offered in correction that has obscured the original reading  
 BΣ   a reading suggested in the scholia 
 ?  an emendation that is offered only hesitantly  
 Σ   scholia 
 
For metrical abbreviations, see section on the Meter of Isthmian 6 (4.2) above. 
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<ΦΥΛΑΚΙΔΑΙ ΑΙΓΙΝΗΤΗΙ 
ΠΑΙΔΙ ΠΑΓΚΡΑΤΙΩΙ> 
 
 
A  
 
 
 
 
5 
Θάλλοντος ἀνδρῶν ὡς ὅτε συµποσίου 
δεύτερον κρατῆρα Μοισαίων µελέων 
κίρναµεν Λάµπωνος εὐαέθλου γενεᾶς ὕπερ, ἐν  
  Νεµέᾳ µὲν πρῶτον, ὦ Ζεῦ, 
τὶν ἄωτον δεξάµενοι στεφάνων, 
νῦν αὖτε Ἰσθµοῦ δεσπότᾳ 
Νηρεΐδεσσί τε πεντήκοντα παίδων ὁπλοτάτου 
Φυλακίδα νικῶντος. εἴη δὲ τρίτον 
σωτῆρι πορσαίνοντας Ὀ- 
  λυµπίῳ Αἴγιναν κάτα 
σπένδειν µελιφθόγγοις ἀοιδαῖς. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 10 
 
 
 
 
 
15 
εἰ γάρ τις ἀνθρώπων δαπάνᾳ τε χαρείς 
καὶ πόνῳ πράσσει θεοδµάτους ἀρετάς 
σύν τέ οἱ δαίµων φυτεύει δόξαν ἐπήρατον, ἐ- 
  σχατιαῖς ἤδη πρὸς ὄλβου 
βάλλετ’ ἄγκυραν θεότιµος ἐών. 
τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς εὔχεται 
ἀντιάσαις Ἀίδαν γῆράς τε δέξασθαι πολιόν 
ὁ Κλεονίκου παῖς· ἐγὼ δ’ ὑψίθρονον 
Κλωθὼ κασιγνήτας τε προσ- 
  εννέπω ἑσπέσθαι κλυταῖς 
ἀνδρὸς φίλου Μοίρας ἐφετµαῖς. 
 
 
 
 
 
inscription om. BD              2  κρητῆρα Hermann            µοισέων BD : Μοισάων Schmid : µοισείων Benedictus : 
Mοισαίων Heyne              εὐάθλου BD : εὐαέθλου Μommsen             4  τεῒν Schmid : τίν γ’ Pauw : τίν τ’ Stone 
(1935)            5  αὖτ’ ἐν Ἰσθµοῦ BD : νῦν αὖτ’ ἐν Ἰσθµῷ Ceporinus : νῦν αὖτε Ἰσθµῶ Hermann (1798 = Heyne 
1798), but αὖτε Ἰσθµου (Hermann 1824 = Heyne 1824) : αὖτις Ἰσθµοῦ Boeckh : αὖ τίν, Ἰσθµοῦ δεσπότα Bergk 
(1853)             αὖτε δ’ Hartung : αὖτι Ἰσθµοῦ Schnitzer (1867) : αὖτε Usener (1878)             6  Νηρηΐδεσσί τε B : 
Νηρεΐδεσί τε D (Ceporinus)             7  τρίτατον Schmid             8  πορσύνοντας  Hartung             κατασπένδειν B : 
κατασπεύδειν D : κάτα σπένδειν Boeckh             11  θεοδµήτους Mommsen             12  ἐσχατιὰς D : ἐσχατιᾶς 
Callierges : ἐσχατιαῖς (construed as Aeolic accusative) Bergk               15  ἀντιάσας D             16  ὑψίθρονον αὖ 
Schmid             17  ποτιενέπω Schmid : ποτε(ν)νέπω Pauw : παραγορέω Schroeder             σπέσθαι BD : ἑσπέσθαι 
Pauw             18  Μοίραις Blaydes (1898) 
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20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25 
ὔµµε τ’, ὦ χρυσάρµατοι Αἰακίδαι, 
τέθµιόν µοι φαµὶ σαφέστατον ἔµµεν 
τάνδ’ ἐπιστείχοντα νᾶσον ῥαινέµεν εὐλογίαις. 
µυρίαι δ’ ἔργων καλῶν τέ- 
  τµανθ’ ἑκατόµπεδοι ἐν σχερῷ κέλευθοι 
καὶ πέραν Νείλοιο παγᾶν καὶ δ’ Ὑπερβορέους· 
οὐδ’ ἔστιν οὕτω βάρβαρος 
  οὔτε παλίγγλωσσος πόλις, 
ἅτις οὐ Πηλέος ἀίει κλέος ἥ- 
  ρωος, εὐδαίµονος γαµβροῦ θεῶν, 
 
 
B  
 
 
 
 
30 
οὐδ’ ἅτις Αἴαντος Τελαµωνιάδα 
καὶ πατρός· τὸν χαλκοχάρµαν ἐς πόλεµον 
ἆγε σὺν Τιρυνθίοισιν πρόφρονα σύµµαχον ἐς 
  Τροΐαν, ἥρωσι µόχθον, 
Λαοµεδοντιᾶν ὑπὲρ ἀµπλακιᾶν 
ἐν ναυσὶν Ἀλκµήνας τέκος. 
εἷλε δὲ Περγαµίαν, πέφνεν δὲ σὺν κείνῳ Μερόπων 
ἔθνεα καὶ τὸν βουβόταν οὔρεϊ ἴσον 
Φλέγραισιν εὑρὼν Ἀλκυο- 
  νῆ, σφετέρας δ’ οὐ φείσατο 
χερσὶν βαρυφθόγγοιο νευρᾶς  
 
 
 
 
 
 
19  ὑµέ BΣD : ὕµµε Callierges             20  εἶναι BD : ἔµµεν Boeckh             21  ἐπιστείχοντι Bs (Benedictus)             
22  τέτµηνθ’ BD : τέτµανθ’ Schroeder             ἐνσχερώ Franciscus Portus             23  πέρανείλοιο B : πέραν 
Νείλοιο D (Callierges)             παγῶν D             24  οὐδ’ BD : οὔτ’ Bury             παλίγλωσσος B : παλίγγλωσσος D 
(Ceporinus)             25  Πηλέως B : Πηλέος D (Ceporinus)             ἀύει BD : ἀίει Hermann : κοέει Bury (after 
κατακούει in Σ Isth. 6.34 3.254)             28  τροίαν BD : τρωίαν Bs : Τροΐαν Schmid              
29  Λαοµεδοντίαν...ἀµπλακίαν BD : Λαµεδοντίαν? Pauw : Λαοµεδοντίαν...ἀµπλακιᾶν Kayser (1840; Bergk et al. 
assume that Λαοµεδοντιᾶν was intended) : Λαοµεδοντειᾶν (or –ειᾶν)...ἀµπλακιᾶν Bergk              
30  Ἀλκµάνας Schroeder             31  Μερόπων τ’ ἔθνεα BD : Mερόπων ἔθνεα Boeckh             32  (τὸν om.) 
βουβόταν D 
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40 
Ἡρακλέης. ἀλλ’ Αἰακίδαν καλέων 
ἐς πλόον < - - > κύρησεν δαινυµένων. 
τὸν µὲν ἐν ῥινῷ λέοντος στάντα κελήσατο νε- 
  κταρέαις σπονδαῖσιν ἄρξαι 
καρτεραίχµαν Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδαν, 
ἄνδωκε δ’ αὐτῷ φέρτατος 
οἰνοδόκον φιάλαν χρυσῷ πεφρικυῖαν Τελαµών. 
ὁ δ’ ἀνατείναις οὐρανῷ χεῖρας ἀµάχους 
αὔδασε τοιοῦτον ἔπος· 
  “Εἴ ποτ’ ἐµᾶν, ὦ Ζεῦ πάτερ, 
θυµῷ θέλων ἀρᾶν ἄκουσας, 
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50 
νῦν σε, νῦν εὐχαῖς ὑπὸ θεσπεσίαις  
λίσσοµαι παῖδα θρασὺν ἐξ Ἐριβοίας 
ἀνδρὶ τῷδε ξεῖνον ἁµὸν µοιρίδιον τελέσαι· 
τὸν µὲν ἄρρηκτον φυάν, ὥσ- 
  περ τόδε δέρµα µε νῦν περιπλανᾶται 
θηρός, ὃν πάµπρωτον ἀέθλων κτεῖνά ποτ’ ἐν Νεµέᾳ· 
θυµὸς δ’ ἑπέσθω.” ταῦτ’ ἄρα 
  οἱ φαµένῳ πέµπψεν θεός 
ἀρχὸν οἰωνῶν µέγαν αἰετόν· ἁ- 
  δεῖα δ’ ἔνδον νιν ἔκνιξεν χάρις, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
36  ἐς πλόον κήρυσσε δαινυµένων B : ἐς πλόον κήρυσε δανυµένων D : κήρυσε <πάντων> δαινυµένων Triclinius : 
κήρυξε <πάντων> δαινυµένων Ceporinus : κήρυξεν <ἀστῶν> δαινυµένων Pauw : κάρυξε <πάντων> δαινυµένων 
Heyne : κύρησε <πάντων> δαινυµένων Boeckh : κάρυσσε <πάντων> δαινυµένων Hermann : <τοῦτον> κύρησεν 
δαινύµενον Mommsen : <ξυνὸν> κύρησεν δαινυµένων Christ : κύρησεν <ἀντῶν> δαινυµένου Wiskemann : 
<δείπνον> κύρησεν δαινύµενων Stadtmüller (1883) : <τοῦτον> κύρησεν δαινυµένου Fennell : κύρησε <τετµὼν> 
δαινύµενον Tyrrell (1885) : <φωτῶν> ἔκυρσεν δαινυµένων? Bury : <κεῖνον> κύρησεν δαινυµένων Schroeder : 
<λαῶν> Stadtmüller (1902) : <κλεινόν> Cerrato : <γάµον> or <γάµους> κύρησεν δαινυµένων von der Mühll (after 
Schwenn 1940, 210) : <κούρων> κύρησεν δαινυµένων Shackle (1920, 86) : <γάµον> κύρησεν δαινύµενον 
Thummer : <γάµους> κύρησεν δαινύµενον Privitera             37  σπουδαῖσιν D             38  κρατεραίχµαν D             
Ἀφιτρυωνίδαν B : Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδαν D             41  ἀντείνας  BD : ἀνατείνας  Schmid : ἀνατείναις  Boeckh             
42  τοιοῦτόν τι BD : τοιοῦτόν τ’ Triclinius (and Schmid) : τοιοῦτόν γ’ Pauw : τοιοῦτον (τι/ τ’ om.) Heyne             
42-43  ἐµὰν...ἀρὰν BD : ἐµᾶν...ἀρᾶν Mommsen             43  θυµὸν D             44  θεσπεσίαν BD : θεσπεσίαις  
Ceporinus             46  ἀνδρὶ BD : ἄνδρα Schwickert             τοίδε Bec : τόνδε D : τῷδε Tricilin. : τῷδ’, ὃν Hartung             
ξεῖνον ἀµὸν B : κεῖνον ἁµὸν D : ξεῖνον ἁµὸν Triclinius : ξείνῳ ἐµῷ Heyne (1773) : ξείνῳ ἁµῷ Heyne (1798) : ξυνὸν 
αἷµα Bothe (1808) : ξυνόδαµνον? Bergk (1853) : ξεῖνον ἷκον Hartung : ξεινοτίµῳ Rachenstein (1864) : ξένιον ἁµόν 
Lindau (1847) : Ξεῖν’, ἇµαρ Fennell             47  τὸν BD : τὰν Heyne              δέρµα µίµνοι BD : δέρµα µίµνειν 
Ceporinus :  δέρµα µε νῦν Stephanus : δέρµ’ ὅ µε Pauw             50  αἰδεῖα Callierges             µιν ΒD : νιν Boeckh  
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55 
εἶπέν τε φωνήσαις ἅτε µάντις ἀνήρ 
“Ἔσσεταί τοι παῖς, ὃν αἰτεῖς, ὦ Τελαµών· 
καί νιν ὄρνιχος φανέντος κέκλευ ἐπώνυµον εὐ- 
  ρυβίαν Αἴαντα, λαῶν 
ἐν πόνοις ἔκπαγλον Ἐνυαλίου.” 
ὣς ἆρα εἰπὼν αὐτίκα 
ἕζετ’. ἐµοὶ δὲ µακρὸν πάσας <ἀν>αγήσασθ’ ἀρετάς· 
Φυλακίδᾳ γὰρ ἦλθον, ὦ Μοῖσα, ταµίας 
Πυθέᾳ τε κώµων Εὐθυµέν- 
  νει τε· τὸν Ἀργείων τρόπον 
εἰρήσεταί που κἀν βραχίστοις. 
 
 
 60 
 
 
 
 
 
65 
ἄραντο γὰρ νίκας ἀπὸ παγκρατίου 
τρεῖς ἀπ’ Ἰσθµοῦ, τὰς δ’ ἀπ’ εὐφύλλου Νεµέας, 
ἀγλαοὶ παῖδές τε καὶ µάτρως. ἀνὰ δ’ ἄγαγον ἐς 
  φάος οἵαν µοῖραν ὕµνων· 
τὰν Υαλυχιαδᾶν δὲ πάτραν Χαρίτων 
ἄρδοντι καλλίστᾳ δρόσῳ, 
τόν τε Θεµιστίου ὀρθώσαντες οἶκον τάνδε πόλιν 
θεοφιλῆ ναίοισι. Λάµπων δὲ µελέταν 
ἔργοις ὀπάζων Ἡσιό- 
  δου µάλα τιµᾷ τοῦτ’ ἔπος, 
υἱοῖσί τε φράζων παραινεῖ,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
51  φωνάσαις Heyne              53  κέκλετ’ BD : κέκλευ (or κέκλεο) Melanchthon (cited in Schroeder), Pauw 
(following Hesychius) : κέκλε’ Heyne            55  ἄρα BD : ἆρα Boeckh : ἄρ’ Hartung : ἦρα Schroeder              
56 ἁγήσασθ’ BD : ἁγήσασθαι Callierges : <δι>αγήσασθ’ or <τοι> αγήσασθ’ or <ἀφ>αγήσασθ’ Pauw : 
<αν>αγήσασθ’ Mingarelli (Heyne)             57  γὰρ τ’ (= τι) ἤλυθον Schmid              Μοῖσα BD : ὦ Μοῖσα Pauw : 
ὡς Μοισᾶν Hartung             58  (τὸν om.) Ἀργείων τρόπον Callierges             59  πα D : πᾳ Triclinius : πως  Dissen             
κἐν B : κ’ ἐν D : κἀν Heyne            πάντ’ ἐν Schneidewin (1843): πᾶν ἐν Bergk (1843) : πᾳ δ’ ἐν Mommsen : δ’ ὦν 
εν Wiskemann : παῦρ’ ἐν Bergk (1878) : µάκρ’ ἐν Stadtmüller (1883) : βαί’ ἐν Bury : πόλλ’ ἐν Βlaydes              
61  εὐφύγλου B : εὐφύλλου D             62  µάτρωες  BD : µάτρως  Schmid             63  Ψαλυχιδᾶν Schmid             
66  ναίουσι BD : ναίοισι Hermann : ναίοντι Christ 
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75 
ξυνὸν ἄστει κόσµον ἑῷ προσάγων 
καὶ ξένων εὐεργεσίαις ἀγαπᾶται, 
µέτρα µὲν γνώµᾳ διώκων, µέτρα δὲ καὶ κατέχων· 
γλῶσσα δ’ οὐκ ἔξω φρενῶν· φαί- 
  ης κέ νιν ἄνδρ’ ἐν ἀεθληταῖσιν ἔµµεν 
Ναξίαν πέτραις ἐν ἄλλαις χαλκοδάµαντ’ ἀκόναν. 
πίσω σφε Δίρκας ἁγνὸν ὕ- 
  δωρ, τὸ βαθύζωνοι κόραι 
χρυσοπέπλου Μναµοσύνας ἀνέτει- 
  λαν παρ’ εὐτειχέσιν Κάδµου πύλαις.  
 
 
 
 
 
70  ξείνων BD : ξένων Schmid             72  νιν ἄνδρ’ ἐν ἀθληταῖσιν BD : νιν ἄνδρ’ ἐν ἀεθληταῖσιν Schmid : νιν 
ἀνδράσιν ἀθληταῖσιν Heyne : Μένανδρον ἐν ἀεθληταῖσιν Mommsen             73  χαλκοδάµαν Heyne 
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<FOR PHYLACIDAS OF AEGINA 
BOYS’ PANCRATIUM> 
 
 
A [1] Just as when a symposium of men is flourishing, we mix a second crater of 
the Muses’ songs on behalf of Lampon’s family of good athletes, because we 
first received the choicest of crowns from you, O Zeus, at Nemea [5] and now 
once again from the lord of the Isthmus and from the fifty Nereids, since the 
youngest of the children, Phylacidas, is victorious. And I wish that we might 
prepare a third for the Olympian savior and pour it upon Aegina with sweet-
voiced songs. 
 
 
 [10] For if a man delights both in expenditure and toil and accomplishes 
divinely ordained deeds of excellence, and if for him a god sows a much-
desired reputation, he has already cast the anchor at the furthest reaches of 
prosperity, because he is honored by the gods. And the child of Cleonicus prays 
[15] that when he encounters Hades and grey old age, he might welcome them 
with such a state of mind. And I call upon Clotho on her lofty throne, as well as 
her sisters, the Fates, to heed the glorious requests of the dear man. 
 
 
 O Aeacidae of the golden chariots, [20] I assert that coming to this island, I 
have the clearest mandate to sprinkle you with praises. But the roads of noble 
deeds have been cut, countless, one hundred feet across, and one after the other, 
beyond the springs of the Nile and through the Hyperboreans. And there is no 
city so barbarous or so backwards in its language [25] that it has not heard of 
the glory of the hero Peleus, the fortunate brother-in-law of the gods,  
 
 
B or that has not heard of the glory of Telamonian Ajax and of his father. Whom 
Alcmene’s child was leading, as his eager ally, together with the Tirynthians, in 
his ships to a war fought in bronze armor, to Troy, a hardship for heroes, 
because of the offences of Laomedon. [31] And he took Pergamum, and with 
the help of that one he slaughtered the tribes of the Meropes as well as the 
mountain-like cowherd, Alcyoneus, when he encountered him in Phlegrae, and 
he, Heracles, did not stay his hands from the deep-sounding bowstring. 
 
 
 [35] But, as he was summoning the son of Aeacus for the voyage he came upon 
[them] as [they] were feasting. He, Telamon, bade this one, standing in the 
lion’s skin, that is, the son of Amphitryon, mighty with his spear, to take charge 
of the divinely-scented libations, and matchless Telamon gave up to him the 
wine-receiving phiale that bristled with gold. [41] And he stretched out his 
unconquerable hands to heaven and proclaimed a speech such as this, “If you, O 
Father Zeus, have ever heard my prayers with a willing heart,  
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[44] now I beseech you with a divinely sounding prayer to bring forth for this 
man here a bold son from Eriboea, my fated guest-friend. [And I beseech you to 
make] him unbreakable in his physique, as is this hide that now surrounds me, 
this hide of a beast that I once killed at Nemea as the very first of my labors. 
And let his heart match his body.” And as he was saying these things the god 
sent to him [50] a great eagle, the leader of birds. And sweet joy stirred him up 
within. 
 
Γ And speaking just as a prophet, the man said, “You will have the child that you 
ask for, Telamon. And after the bird that has appeared, call him by the name 
mighty Ajax, astonishing among the people in the toils of Enyalius.” [55] And 
having said this, he immediately sat down. But for me to narrate all of their 
accomplishments would take a long time. For I have come, O Muse, as the 
overseer of the revelers for Phylacidas, Pytheas, and Euthymenes. In the Argive 
manner, it will be said, I suppose, in as few words as possible. 
 
 
 [60] For they took for themselves three victories in the pancratium from 
Isthmia, as well as those from Nemea with its beautiful foliage, the glorious 
boys and their maternal uncle also. They have brought into light such a portion 
of songs! And they have watered the clan of Psalychiads here with the most 
beautiful dew of the Graces, [65] and having bolstered the house of Themistius, 
they inhabit this blessed city. And putting effort into his work, Lampon places a 
high value on that saying of Hesiod’s, and he tells it to his sons and commends 
it to them, 
 
 
 and he is loved for bringing to his city a shared honor [70] and for his acts of 
beneficence to guest-friends. And by pursuing moderation in his mind, and also 
holding fast to it, his speech does not diverge from his thoughts. You might say 
that he, a man among athletes, is a bronze-taming Naxian whetstone. I will offer 
them a drink of Dirce’s divine water, which the deep-belted daughters [75] of 
golden-robed Memory made to spring up by the well-walled gates of Cadmus. 
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COMMENTARY 
 
1-9: The sixth Isthmian opens with a striking sympotic metaphor. In the first three lines, Pindar 
depicts the composition of epinician song as the mixing of wine at a symposium (κρατῆρα 
Μοισαίων µελέων | κίρναµεν, 1-3). A short catalogue of the victories of Lampon’s sons, Pytheas 
and Phylacidas, follows (3-7). This catalogue is phrased as a pair of expressions of thanksgiving 
first to Zeus and then to Poseidon and the Nereids. The catalogue names the venues at which the 
boys were victorious, Nemea and Isthmia, and concludes by announcing the victory of 
Phylacidas that occasioned this ode (Φυλακίδα νικῶντος, 7). Pindar caps the catalogue with a 
wish to Zeus Soter that the family achieve a third, Olympic victory (7-9). With the verb σπένδειν 
(9),97 Pindar depicts the two expressions of thanksgiving and the capping wish as metaphorical 
libations. The first libation was Nem. 5. The second is the current ode for Phylacidas. In the 
capping wish, Pindar expresses his hope to pour a third libation, that is, write another ode on 
behalf of Lampon’s family. At the close of the ode, in line 74, Pindar offers Lampon’s family a 
drink of Dirce’s water, metaphorically the epinician song, and so closes off the ring-composition 
that he begins at the outset of the ode.  
                                                
97 A further indication of the sympotic metaphor is the naming of Zeus Soter. This aspect of 
Zeus, a scholiast notes (Σ Isth. 6.10a, 251-252), was conventionally addressed in the prayer that 
accompanied the third, and final libation poured at a symposium. See note on τρίτον σωτῆρι… 
Ὀλυµπίῳ (7-8) below. 
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 The catalogue of the Nemean and Isthmian victories is climactically arranged and 
demonstrates the formal features found in other climactic passages in Pindar.98 Race points out 
that from the first to the second element, we move from a past victory to a present one, which is 
emphasized by the particles µὲν...νῦν αὖτε.99 He also notes that the former victory is mentioned, 
but the victor goes unnamed, whereas the second element is capped by the explicit victory 
announcement, Φυλακίδα νικῶντος (7). There are additional climactic features. The second 
element is longer than the first by 11 syllables. The second element also not only identifies the 
victor’s name, but also his age (παίδων ὁπλοτάτου), which adds specificity, especially if this is 
understood as an indication that Phylacidas was victorious specifically in the boys’ pancratium. It 
also gains relevance by referring to the occasion of the present ode. The periphrastic mentioning 
of Poseidon as the lord of the Isthmus is especially relevant, since it identifies the location of the 
victory,100 even if it omits the proper name Ποσειδάων. Whereas the first element does not begin 
until halfway through line 3, the second element is placed emphatically at the beginning of line 
5. The second element gains intensity from the much greater space that is used to name the 
deities, both Poseidon and the Nereids (Ἰσθµοῦ δεσπότᾳ | Νηρεΐδεσσι τε πεντήκοντα, 5-6). The 
greater length is emphasized by being placed prominently over the period-break. Finally, beyond 
specificity, the genitive absolute that names the victor (Φυλακίδα νικῶντος, 7) contributes 
intensity to the second element; not only is it enjambed, there is also a change of syntax.    
                                                
98 The formal features of climactic passages, according to Race (1990, 9) are: increasing length, 
greater specification, intensification, increasing relevance, and more emphatic placement. Race 
identifies climactic passages also in the openings of Ol. 1, 2, 4, 6, 14 and Isth. 7. 
99 Race 1990, 26. 
100 The location of the games is one of the five necessary pieces of epinician information; see 
note on Ἰσθµοῦ (5) below. 
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 In some respects, the third element continues the crescendo. With the third element 
Pindar moves into the future. Pindar emphasizes the progression with δὲ τρίτον after µὲν 
πρῶτον...νῦν αὖτε.101 There is a change of syntax; whereas the first two elements are 
straightforward statements, the third is formulated with more intensity as a performative wish for 
a future Olympic victory. The Olympic victory is also more prestigious than the Isthmian one. 
Finally, the third element names the specific aspect of Zeus that is being invoked, Zeus Soter, as 
well as the homeland of the victor (Αἴγιναν κάτα, 8), which has thus far been omitted.102 But 
Race (1990, 26) has pointed out that the climactic force of the structure as a whole is, however, 
curtailed. The third element has a less emphatic placement than the second, beginning at the end 
of line 7. It is shorter than the second element by one syllable. This is unusual, especially in a 
tricolon, where typically the second element is much closer in length to the first element. And 
while it is very specific regarding the god that it addresses, it does not specify which of 
Lampon’s sons the prayer is made on behalf of—either Pytheas or Phylacidas will do. Pindar 
dampens the crescendo because the second element refers to the occasion of this ode and so 
amounts to the victory announcement. He is also motivated to avoid enunciating a wish that 
might undervalue the Nemean and Isthmian victories that the boys have already earned (Race 
1990, 26). The poet suppresses this implication by keeping the length of the passage in line with 
the second element and beginning it mid-line. Consequently, the opening strophe is not fully 
climactic, although it recalls similar climactic openings. In Pindar, climactic passages often serve 
as a springboard for a transition to the next topic. But the climactic force of this wish is curtailed, 
and a transition does not follow. Instead, there is a brief pause, in the gnomic statement of lines 
                                                
101 Race 1990, 26. 
102 The name of the victor’s homeland is another one of the five essential pieces of epinician 
information (see note on Αἴγιναν κάτα, 8).  
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10-13, before the poet offers another wish on Lampon’s behalf (14-18). This second wish is 
unambiguously climactic and it effects a transition to the next section of the ode.   
 In the first nine lines of Isth. 6 it is possible to detect a rhetorical feature of special 
significance to Pindar’s epinicia—the philia-motif. Epinician poetry, as Isth. 2.1-11 shows, is 
open to criticism, since the praise for the victor is commissioned in return for money. In order to 
forestall the potentially begrudging response of the audience, the poet is at pains to guarantee 
that money is not his only motivation to praise. One strategy that he uses is to characterize his 
relationship with the victor one of philia. This feature of Pindar’s poetry was first noticed by 
Wolfgang Schadewaldt,103 who also noted a general correlation between the philia-motif and 
sympotic passages.104 The current passage accords with his observation. 
 The philia-motif is expressed at several points in the first 18 lines of Isth. 6. With the plural 
first-person verb κίρναµεν (3), Pindar presents himself as the symposiarch, and so the leader of a 
company characterized by philia.105 Philia also comes through in the wish for future victory (7-
                                                
103 Modern scholars have followed Schadewaldt in recognizing the significance of philia in the 
odes of Pindar and Bacchylides, and how closely this concept is aligned with xenia and charis. 
See in particular Crotty 1982, 76-103 and Kurke 1991, 146, 148, 151. 
104 Schadewaldt 1928, 314-315. The clearest example is the sympotic metaphor that opens Ol. 7, 
where a gold phiale frothing with wine is a metaphor for epinican song, bestowed on the victor 
by the poet. There, the sympotic company is described as φίλων | παρεόντων (5-6). Schadewaldt 
himself (1928, 314) points to Isth. 6.74 (πίσω σφε Δίρκας ἁγνὸν ὕδωρ) as evidence for the 
connection of the symposium and the philia-motif.  
105 Wecowski (2014, 34) notes that, in fact, the word philos, along with hetairos, is used to 
denote full members of the sympotic group. See also Donlan 1985. For the role of the 
symposiarch, see Wecowski 2014, 36-38. The plural verb exemplifies a question common to 
Pindaric studies, whether this statement should be assigned to Pindar or to the chorus. Despite 
the work of Lefkowitz and Heath (Heath 1988, Lefkowitz 1991, Heath and Lefkowitz 1991), the 
prevailing wisdom is that Pindar’s odes, at least initially, were performed by choruses (Currie 
2004). Perhaps an indication of this in Isth. 6 is Pindar’s reference to himself as the steward of 
the komos (ταµίας...κώµων, 57-58), a body that Pindar sometimes associates with the chorus 
(Morgan 1993). But in general, even though he speaks through a chorus, Pindar makes use of 
singular first-person verbs. The rest of Isth. 6 bears this out—Pindar refers to himself in the 
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9), where Pindar expresses an interest in the future welfare of Lampon’s family. Pindar makes 
the philia-motif explicit finally, in his second wish on behalf of Lampon (16-18), when he refers 
to Lampon as ἀνδρὸς φίλου (18). Schadewaldt observes that in passages where we find the 
philia-motif, the poet is expressing this emotion not necessarily for the victor, but for the 
commissioner of the ode. In the case of odes to boy victors, the commissioner of the ode, and the 
object of philia, is likely to be the victor’s father. Isth. 6, perhaps more than any other ode, 
concentrates on the role of the father in his sons’ athletic victories. This concentration is 
especially apparent in the opening and closing of the ode, precisely in those passages where we 
encounter the metaphor of the drink of song and the philia-motif (1-9; 74-75). 
 
1. Θάλλοντος: The scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.1, 3.251) correctly glosses this metaphorical use as 
ἀκµάζοντος. In the present tense, θάλλω is stative, and so denotes that the symposium “is 
flourishing.” Verity (2008, 132) captures the sense with “at the height of a symposium.” The 
traditional Greek banquet had an established order. The sympotic company first dined. After the 
meal, they designated a symposiarch, who took charge of the libations. A song accompanied or 
followed the libations. The drinking would begin in earnest after the song was performed. When 
Pindar describes the symposium as flourishing, he is alluding to the point in the symposium after 
dinner was concluded and when the libations were poured and the song was sung. At this point 
the symposium is flourishing in the sense that its true purpose—conviviality through drinking 
and entertainment in song and dance—has come to fruition.  
                                                                                                                                                       
singular in line 16 (ἐγώ), 20 (µοι; φαµί), 56 (ἐµοί), 57 (ἦλθον), and 74 (πίσω), but never again in 
the plural. The plural κίρναµεν then is not spoken by the chorus. But it is also not an instance of 
the so-called royal we. It is instead the plural that is often used in prayers, where a single person 
speaks on behalf of a group.  
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 The use of θάλλω here echoes Homer’s δαῖτα θάλειαν (Il. 7.475; Od. 3.420), and 
εἰλαπίνη τεθαλυίη (Od. 11.415), as well as Anacreon’s later θάλειαν ἑορτήν (fr. 65.2). The 
association of the symposium and vegetation that we see in these passages is traditional, and is 
found also in vase imagery (Topper 2009; Lynch 2007, 245). But like the vase imagery, Homer’s 
δαῖτα θάλειαν is static—the symposium is luxuriant—which stands in contrast to Pindar’s 
θάλλοντος συµποσίου, which refers to a specific point in the symposium. Alex Hardie (2009, 26-
27) hesitantly suggests that the close proximity of θάλλοντος to Μοισαίων in the next line 
indicates an intended allusion to the Muse Thalia, and he notes that elsewhere Thalia is 
associated with sympotic poetry, or with the symposium more generally. But the evidence that 
Hardie (2009, 26 n. 4) cites is late (Plut. Mor. 746e; Cornutus De Natura Deorum, p. 16 L), and 
one might wonder if Thalia came to be associated with the symposium because it was 
conventional to describe banquets with adjectives based on the θαλ- root. 
 
ἀνδρῶν: The use of ἀνδρῶν here, as a modifier of συµποσίου, is not redundant, despite the fact 
that a symposium is assumed to be a συµπόσιον ἀνδρῶν. Pindar frontloads the first strophe with 
vocabulary of adulthood (ἀνδρῶν), paternity (γενεᾶς, 3), and childhood (παίδων, 6) because 
these words are all natural touchstones for Pindar’s odes to boy victors and indicators of a theme 
prominent within those odes—that excellence is passed from fathers to sons. The same 
collocation of vocabulary (πατρός...ἐξ ἑνός, 2; γένος, 3; παῖδες, 5; ἀνδρῶν, 6) occurs in the first 
strophe of Pyth. 10, another ode for a boy victor.  
 
ὡς ὅτε: Homer and Hesiod, and later Apollonius and Theocritus (A.R. 3.1370; Theoc. 13.50), 
reserve ὡς ὅτε to introduce similes. Typically, the content of the comparative clause, introduced 
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with ὡς ὅτε, is metaphorical, and that of the main clause is literal. The current use of ὡς ὅτε is 
difficult because it deviates from this model. Technically, only the genitive absolute θάλλοντος 
συµποσίου is contained in the ὡς ὅτε clause. This is exceptional; there are no other examples of 
both the subject and predicate being omitted in their entirety in a comparative clause in Pindar. 
Bury (1989, 104-105 n. 2) suggests supplying κεράνυσί τις δεύτερον κρατῆρα or some 
equivalent. But this does not solve the problem, specifically that in this passage the metaphorical 
content is displaced from the comparative clause into the main clause; the entire force of the 
metaphor is expressed by κρατῆρα Μοισαίων µελέων | κίρναµεν (2-3). This is an example of the 
so-called comparatio compendiaria. A paraphrase of the sense of the passage would be, “We are 
performing a song, at the high point of the symposium, just as we are mixing the wine [at the 
high point of the symposium].” The genitive absolute that falls within the ὡς ὅτε clause applies 
equally well to the performance of the song and the mixing of the wine, since these two events 
are more or less simultaneous in the sympotic program. 
 The phrasing, despite the lack of strict grammaticality, displays an awareness of the 
pragmatics of the Greek sentence. Slings (1992) has shown that Greek, especially in the literature 
of the archaic period, prefers to indicate important modes of speech by placing signal words near 
the beginning of a sentence. Greek shows a marked preference for this placement even if these 
signal words become ungrammatical or redundant as the sentence unfolds.106 Since ὡς ὅτε is a 
formulaic way of opening a simile, it signals to the audience that they should expect this literary 
device. What follows might not have the form of a Homeric simile, but it is nonetheless a vivid 
                                                
106 This is a matter of cognitive linguistics. Language that is expected to be received entirely 
aurally is chunked to enable ad hoc understanding. These chunks are internally coherent in their 
grammar, but do not always coalesce into grammatically complete sentences. Slings (1992) takes 
as his primary case studies the so-called nominative absolute, or nominativus pendens, and 
instances of doubled ἄν.  
 51 
metaphor of the performance of song as the mixing of wine. The grammar is still difficult to 
resolve, but at the pragmatic level, the sentence is thoughtfully arranged to limit the cognitive 
burden placed on the audience.  
   
συµποσίου: As social practices centered on convivial drinking, the symposium and komos are 
often conflated in visual art (Lissarrague 1990b, 198 and n. 12), and in Pindar both provide the 
occasion for victory song (Heath 1988). But despite the association of the symposium with the 
komos (as we see in this ode, Φυλακίδᾳ γὰρ ἦλθον, ὦ Μοῖσα, ταµίας | Πυθέᾳ τε κώµων 
Εὐθυµένει τε, 57-58), the word συµπόσιον occurs only two other times in Pindar’s epinicia (Ol. 
7.5 and Nem. 9.48). Related forms are no more frequent: συµποσία occurs only once (Pyth. 
4.294), and συµπότας twice (Ol. 1.61 and Pyth. 6.53). Clay (1999, 27) also notes that, with the 
exception of Ol. 1.61, each of the six sympotic scenes in Pindar (Ol. 1.61, 7.1-10, Pyth. 4.291-
299, 6.52-54, Nem. 9.46-55 and Isth. 6.1-9) is found at the beginning or end of an ode and that 
this “highly marked” placement might indicate the circumstances of the initial performance. But 
Pindar does not mention the symposium in the ode to inform later readers that this was the 
original performance context. Instead, it is best see these transductions of the performance 
context into the ode as motivated by the unique networks of imagery that Pindar elaborates in 
each. In Ol. 7, the sympotic theme has pride of place because of the ode’s focus on restoration 
and recovery after a setback. In Isth. 6, it is because of the importance of the philia-motif and the 
significant role that Lampon played in the athletic success of his sons (see note on lines 1-9). On 
the relative paucity of occurrences of συµπόσιον in Pindar, see Schmitt-Pantel 1990, 24-25. For 
the komos in Pindar, see note on κώµων (58) below. 
 Meter: There are no instances of hiatus or brevis in longo at the end of s1. But sense-
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pauses are frequent here (1, 10, 26, and 51). There are also three instances of verb-signposting 
that support identifying a period-break at the end of s1 (χαρείς, 10; καλέων, 35; ἔσσεται, 52). 
The emphatic period-end placement of συµποσίου stresses the ode’s sympotic theme, and 
foreshadows the mythological exemplum (27-56).  
 
δεύτερον: This is the second crater because the earlier pancratium victory of Pytheas, the elder 
brother of Phylacidas, was celebrated in Nemean 5. Pytheas’ was the first victory that Lampon’s 
family achieved in the crown games (see note on lines 60-62). The second victory is mentioned 
first because it is the occasion for this ode.  
 
κρατῆρα: The sense of the crater of song metaphor is that lyric poetry, and especially choral 
lyric poetry, involves the mixing of voices and instrumentation. Pindar makes this explicit at Ol. 
3.8-9 (φόρµιγγά τε ποικιλόγαρυν καὶ βοὰν αὐλῶν ἐπέων τε θέσιν | συµµίξαι πρεπόντως) and 
Nem. 3.11-12 (ἐγὼ δὲ κείνων τέ νιν ὀάροις | λύρᾳ τε κοινάσοµαι). Beyond the act of mixing, the 
crater itself is appropriate because it carries the connotation of aristocracy—not only does the 
crater mark its owner as a member of a aristocratic sympotic group, but it also means that he had 
the material resources to fill the crater, and the authority to distribute the wine to the other 
symposiasts (Luke 1994, esp. 24-26; Braswell 1998, 139-141 n. 49). The same metaphor is also 
found at Ol. 6.91. There, Aeneas, the trainer of the chorus (according to the scholiast), is himself 
called the crater of songs (γλυκὺς κρατὴρ ἀγαφθέγκτων ἀοιδᾶν) because he is responsible for 
bringing together the various voices of the chorus. On Ol. 6.91, but applying just as well to Isth. 
6.2, Jebb notes that to mix a crater of song does not mean merely to compose a song, but to 
make sure “that the several elements are blended in a harmonious whole” (Jebb 1882, 161). For 
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the literal and symbolic centrality of the crater, and the depiction of this centrality in vase 
painting, see Lissarrague 1990b, 196-209. 
 The manuscripts preserve the correct form. But Hermann emends to the epic/Ionic form 
κρητῆρα. While the emendation is incorrect, Hermann’s rational for it is instructive. κρατῆρα 
also appears at Nem. 9.49, where the manuscripts once again preserve the correct reading. But 
remarks on Pindar in the scholia of Lucian (17.36.1) refer to this passage with the form κρητῆρι. 
Under the scholia’s influence, Boeckh and Dissen print the Ionic accusative form κρητῆρα at 
Nem. 9.49. Hermann (1827, xv = Heyne 1824.3, 175) follows suit, and makes the same 
emendation here. The motivation for adopting this unsupported reading is the belief that Pindar’s 
dialect was essentially epic with Doric elements (Hermann 1827, iv). More recently, Forssman 
(1966, 133-135) has argued, although hesitantly, based on the occurrence of the Epic/Ionic form 
in Anacreon (fr. 96.1) and Theognis (493, 643, 981), as well as in the Schol. Luc (p. 34.23), that 
the Ionic form can be read at Nem. 9.49, and that perhaps, by extension, also here and at Ol. 6.91. 
For Forssman the Epic/Ionic form would be an example of color epicus. But Braswell (1998, 140 
n. 49) has definitively refuted this. On the color epicus, see the introductory section on Pindar’s 
Dialect.  
 
Μοισαίων: adj. “of the Muses.” Pindar makes use only of the Aeolic root Μοῖσ- in reference to 
deities, rather than the epic Μοῦσ- (or severe Doric Μῶσα, as at Alcman fr. 14a.1 Page). That he 
uses the latter root in µουσικᾶς (Ol. 1.15) and µουσικάν (fr. 32) indicates perhaps that his 
preference for invoking the Muse with the Aeolic variation of her name is a matter of generic 
affiliation. On the issue of the possible generic affiliations of the dialectical forms, see the 
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introductory section on Pindar’s Dialect. Μοισαῖος is also used of λίθον (Nem. 8.47), ἅρµα (Isth. 
8.62), and τέχναισι (Pae. 0.39). 
 The difference between the root forms µοισ- (Aeol.), µουσ- (epic/Ionic/Attic/Doric), and 
µωσ- (severe Doric) is determined by an extremely formative early Greek sound change. When 
the proethnic sequence –νσ– fell in an intervocalic or word-final position, the ν was deleted and 
the preceding vowel was either diphthongized (as in Aeolic) or lengthened to either the spurious 
diphthong (as in epic/Ionic/Attic/Doric) or an open vowel (as in severe Doric).107 The 
reconstructed form µόνθι̯α (cogn. with µανθάνω and IE *men-, Beekes s.v.; also interpreted as 
µόντι̯α by Gildersleeve (1885, lxxx) and Buck (1955, §77.3)) first underwent the common sound 
change of µόνθι̯α > µόνσα, which led to the dialectical forms µοῖσα, µοῦσα, and µῶσα.108  
 Because of the frequency of –νσ- in proethnic Greek, this sound change is responsible for 
a number of the differences between the various Greek dialects, and for much of the unique 
character of the Aeolic dialect specifically. In particular, this sound change brings about the 
variant endings of the masculine aorist nominative participle and the 3rd person plural verb in the 
present. There are two forms of the masculine aorist participle in the nominative singular: Aeolic 
–αις and non-Aeolic –ᾱς (cf. ἀντιάσαις, 15, ἀνατείναις, 41, φωνήσαις, 51). In proethnic Greek, 
that is, before the Greek language branched into its various dialects, this form would have been 
*-ανς. The endings are metrically equivalent and so Pindar uses exclusively the Aeolic form. The 
3rd person plural verb ending has three variants: –οντι (Doric), -ουσι (epic and Ionic), and –οισι 
                                                
107 This sound change was only activated for instances of –νσ- that were themselves products of 
another sound change. Original –νσ- underwent a different sound change. In Aeolic, the sigma 
underwent regressive assimilation, yielding the distinctive geminate –νν-, as in κλεεννᾶς (Pyth. 
5.20, from *κλεϝεσν-, Beekes s.v. κλέος), but in other dialects (including Attic and Doric), the 
sigma is dropped, which in turn leads to the compensatory lengthening of the preceding syllable, 
as in κλεινᾶς (Ol. 9.14).  
108 Buck 1955, 67. Also, Seymour 1882, 217. 
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(Aeolic). The proethnic form is preserved in Doric –οντι. The reason for the variants is that Doric 
does not show the sound change –τι > –σι, but Attic/Ionic and Aeolic do. In non-Doric dialects, 
then, -οντι > -ονσι, and in turn –ονσι undergoes the same sound change as Μόνσα, yielding 
Ionic/Attic –ουσι and Aeolic –οισι. Pindar only uses the Aeolic and Doric endings (the Ionic, 
being metrically equivalent to the Aeolic, is redundant) and the choice between the two is based 
on metrical convenience. 
 The manuscripts both record the unmetrical adjective µοισέων. Early attempts at correction 
were made by Schmid (Μοισάων), and Benedictus and Pauw (both µοισείων). Schmid’s 
Μοισάων is rejected because Pindar uses exclusively the contracted Doric gen. pl. form Μοισᾶν 
(Ol. 6.91, 7.7, 9.81, Pyth. 1.2, 1.12, 3.90, Nem. 4.3, 5.24, 9.55, Isth. 2.2, 4.43, 9.8). Benedictus 
and Pauw’s adjectival form µοισείων is a dialectical chimera of Aeolic stem with non-Aeolic 
inflection. Heyne’s emendation of Μοισαίων—which is metrical, and correct in its Aeolic 
dialect—is adopted in all modern editions. The corrupted form µοισέων must have been caused 
by parablepsis to the following word µελέων. 
 
µελέων: Pindar never contracts εο or εω. With µελέων, Pindar is referring specifically to the 
genre of lyric poetry (Pl. Rep. 607a; LSJ s.v. µέλος), rather than to poetry and song more 
generally, which is denoted by ὕµνος and ἀοιδά.  
 Meter: for the period break, see note on πόλεµον (27) below. 
 
κίρναµεν: With the first-person plural verb, the poet places himself in the middle of the 
celebration, among the family and friends of Lampon and his sons. Pindar’s goal in emphasizing 
his solidarity with the clan of the Psalychiads is to express his philia for them. See the 
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introduction to this section for more on the prominence of the philia-motif in the opening 
strophe. 
 Despite the strong first-person statement, the poet does not concentrate exclusively on his 
own role—the subject of κίρναµεν can include the entire company of the symposium, and in a 
sense, reaches out into later subsequent performances, to include everyone who performs or 
listens to the song. The motivation for the 1st person plural verb gets to the heart of the epinician 
program. The κλέος of the victor is only ensured if the epinician song gets purchase within the 
community and survives in re-performance. 
 While Homer uses κιρνάω/κίρνηµι only literally, Pindar features this verb prominently in 
a number of extended metaphors for poetry. For example, Pindar uses κίρναµι at Nem. 3.78, 
within a metaphorical depiction of song as a drink prepared by the poet. The complex form 
ἐγκίρναµι is used for a similar metaphor at Nem. 9.50. Most significantly, we find κίρναµι in the 
song-metaphor at Isth. 5.24-25 (µὴ φθόνει κόµπον τὸν ἐοικότ’ ἀοιδᾷ | κιρνάµεν ἀντὶ πόνων), the 
second ode to Phylacidas. This is very likely a deliberate allusion to the current passage, made to 
remind the audience of his enduring relationship with Lampon’s family. The Anacreonta provide 
one more example (πόθων κύπελλα κιρνᾷ, West fr. 58.27), but otherwise the word is not found in 
Greek lyric.  
 κίρναµι is from the –νᾱ- verb class. This class is defined by roots which originally ended 
in the sequence *–ConsonantH2–, to which –νᾱ- is added without an intervening vowel. The loss of 
the laryngeal (*-H2-) yields –Cνᾱ- in all verbs of this class. Hence, κίρ-να-µι, δάµ-να-µι, πέρ-να-
µι, πίτ-να-µι, and µάρ-να-µαι. In the roots of –νᾱ- verbs, we can frequently identify the 
consistent sound change ε > ι; thus, κίρναµι from the root κερ- and πίτναµι from the root πετ-. In 
the other verbs formed from these roots, as well as in their aorist stems, the root –ε- is preserved 
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(κέραω, κεράννυµι, πετάννυµι, σκεδάννυµι/σκίδνηµι). The reason for this sound change is still 
unexplained. But the sound changes that generated this subclass of verbs were all ancient, and 
consequently, the -νᾱ- class is unproductive and limited; these verbs do not occur in classical 
prose and are confined primarily to early poetry (Sihler §473). There are eleven -νᾱ-class verbs 
in Pindar.109 Since Pindar does, on occasion, make use of alternatives (δαµάζω, πέταµαι), it is 
possible that instances of archaic –νᾱ-class verbs are emphatic, but more likely, the choice of 
form is determined by metrical convenience. For the possible archaic tone of the passage, see 
note on πορσαίνοντας (8) below. For the diachronic formation and synchronic properties of this 
class see Sihler §471, 473 and Schwyzer 1.690-692.  
 
Λάµπωνος: The son of Cleonicus, of the clan Psalychiadae, and the father of Pytheas and 
Phylacidas. An Aeginetan named Lampon is mentioned at Hdt. 9.78 (ἐν δὲ Πλαταιῇσι ἐν τῷ 
στρατοπέδῳ τῶν Αἰγινητέων ἦν Λάµπων Πυθέω, Αἰγινητέων ἐὼν τὰ πρῶτα). He is perhaps 
related to the father of Pytheas and Phylacidas, although how closely cannot be determined. 
Fennell (1898, 55-56) outlines a possible scenario by which Pindar’s Lampon would share his 
name with his paternal grandfather and his cousin (the son of his father’s brother), the latter of 
which might be the Lampon in Herodotus. Cole (1992, 49-50) also associates the Lampon of 
Isth. 6 with the Lampon of Herodotus. But this is hard to reconcile with the fact that Herodotus 
calls Lampon the son of Pytheas, whereas Pindar, at line 16, prominently refers to him as the son 
of Cleonicus. Even if the Lampon of Isth. 6 is not the Lampon of Hdt. 9.78, they are still very 
                                                
109 κίρναµι (Ol. 10.104, Pyth. 5.2 Nem. 3.78, 11.36, Isth. 5.25, fr. 181, fr. 111.1), ἀνακρίµναµι 
(Pae. 8.79), ἀναπίτναµι (Ol. 6.27, Nem. 9.2, Isth. 4.47), δάµναµι (fr. 222.2), ἐγκίρναµι (Nem. 
9.50), κίδναµαι (Th. 7.8), κρίµναµι (Pyth. 4.25, in tmesis), πέρναµι (Isth. 2.7), πίτναµι (Nem. 
5.11, fr. 162), and µάρναµαι (Ol. 5.15, 6.17, Pyth. 2.65, 8.43, 9.21, Nem. 1.25, 5.47, 10.86, Isth. 
4.31, 5.54, Pa. 2.39), and πέρναµι (Isth. 2.7) 
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likely, if not certainly, related (Hornblower 2005, 219-220).  
 The name of the victor’s father is one of five pieces of information essential to every 
epinician ode. The other four are the name of the victor, the victor’s hometown, the place where 
the victory was won, and the event in which the laudandus was victorious. All five are necessary 
to ensure that the laudandus is properly identified and remembered by posterity. This 
information also guarantees that those who contributed to his success, his family and hometown, 
also share in his κλέος. But while all five pieces of information will eventually be revealed as the 
ode progresses, the poet strategically determines the sequence and timing of the revelation for 
rhetorical and poetic effect. Isthmian 6 is no exception. In this ode, the father’s name has pride of 
place. Neither Lampon nor his ancestors had been distinguished in athletics (see note on lines 60-
62). But Pytheas’ victory at Nemea and Phylacidas’ at Isthmia have at last brought honor to the 
Psalychiad clan, and in the ode, Pindar suggests that ἀρετή demonstrated by a child in athletics 
and war shows that that same ἀρετή must have been present in his father and inherited from him.  
 
εὐαέθλου: A hapax in Pindar. The codices read εὐάθλου, which Mommsen has correctly 
emended to εὐαέθλου. The basis for the emendation is not metrical—αε shows synizesis here. 
Moreover, while ᾰε > ᾱ is a feature of Attic/Ionic, rather than of Doric, which contracts ᾰε to η, 
the manuscript reading is not dialectically wrong here—when he does contract ᾰε, Pindar follows 
the non-Doric rule, as in the case of νικᾶν (Nem. 2.19) (Buck 1955, 346). But Pindar elsewhere 
follows Homer’s practice of not contracting ἄεθλος (except at Od. 8.120, LSJ s.v.). A similar 
avoidance of contraction is seen in adjectives terminating in –αεις. On synizesis in Pindar, see 
Peter 1866, 29-32.  
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γενεᾶς: See note on ἀνδρῶν (1). 
 
µὲν πρῶτον…νῦν αὖτε: Slater (s.v. αὖτε) understands νῦν αὖτε here as adversative, indicating 
opposition. Indeed, µὲν...νῦν αὖτε is used to express a comparison between past and present 
states of affairs, as it does at frequently in Homer (Od. 11.484-486). But the adversative 
relationship, if present, would be denoted with δ’ αὖτε, as in Nem. 6.11 (δ’ αὖτε). Moreover, 
πρῶτον signals explicitly that the second clause is additive. This relationship is significant for the 
rhetoric of the passage; Pytheas’ victory at Nemea is not diminished by Phylacidas’ at Isthmia.  
 
πρῶτον: Adverbial, as shown by the manifold examples of µὲν πρῶτον in Homer; not acc. 
modifying ἄωτον (Mezger and Bury 1989 105 n. 3) or κρατῆρα (Σ Isth. 6.4, 3.251).  
 Pindar uses the form shared by the epic and Aeolic dialects, but not Doric πρᾶτ-. Buck 
(1955, 94) points out that the difference between the two forms is not a matter of a different rules 
of vowel contraction; rather, the Doric and non-Doric forms are based on separate formations of 
the stem, the Doric ᾱ likely being a weak-grade of ω.110 
 
ὦ Ζεῦ: Zeus is addressed here as the patron god of the Nemean games. Pindar uses the 
apostrophe to elevate the passage, and to enliven what is essentially a short catalogue of 
victories. The poet, stepping forth in the first person (κίρναµεν), takes the lead in offering thanks 
to the god. But he addresses only Zeus in the vocative; after νῦν αὖτε, Pindar indicates 
Poseidon’s role in Phylacidas’ victory with a dative. In this way he modulates the tone of the 
opening sentence, emphasizes Zeus’ role in the first victory and prepares for the crowning wish 
                                                
110 The conjectured form has traditionally been πρόϝατος, but the anticipated sound change 
across all dialects would be πρόϝατος > πρόατος > πρῶτος (Buck 1955, 42).  
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that Zeus Soter grant a third, Olympian, victory to the children of Lampon. The vocative ὦ Ζεῦ is 
repeated in the direct speech of Heracles’ prayer (42), which reinforces the analogy that Pindar 
makes of himself to Heracles in the mythological exemplum.  
 Meter: S3 never ends with hiatus or brevis in longo. But there are a few indications of a 
period-break at the end of s3. At three points, the end of s3 coincides with either a light sense-
pause (3, 28) or a sentence-break (62). Emphatic or especially pertinent words are also placed 
after this position—τίν (4), καρτεραίχµαν Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδαν (38), ἐν πόνοις (54)—which 
indicates enjambment after a pause. There is also verb-signposting at 13 (βάλλετ’). 
 
τὶν...δεξάµενοι: The precise interpretation of datives with δέκοµαι in Pindar is difficult. The 
limited pool of comparanda in Pindar (Slater cites six instances of δέκοµαι with a dative: Ol. 
13.29, Pyth. 4.23, 8.5, 12.5, Isth. 6.4 and fr. 133.2) has exacerbated the difficulty. The most 
straightforward explanation is that these datives express source. Mezger (1880, 341) takes τίν as 
equivalent to παρά τινος and cites Ol. 13.29, and Pyth. 4.23 and 12.5. Gildersleeve (1885, 231 n. 
29) observes that δέχοµαι in Homer occurs with datives which also seem to express source (for 
example, δέξατό οἱ σκῆπτρον πατρώϊον, Il. 2.186). For him, Pindar’s use is a Homeric 
borrowing, and as in Homer, the dative denotes that the giver has a vested interest in the 
recipient. Chantraine (GH 2.73-74), like Gildersleeve, sees Homer’s use of the dative with 
δέχοµαι as a dative of interest. More recently, Slater (s.v. δέκοµαι), like Mezger, has also 
interpreted these datives as indicating source. Braswell (1988, 95 n. 23a) agrees and cites Il. 
2.186 and 15.87-88 for support. Privitera (1982, 95) adopts the traditional understanding in 
translating the line (“ricevette il fiore delle corone da te”). Bury (1892, 105 n. 4) wants to read 
more into the use of the dative than mere separation: “It is quite true that δέκοµαι is often used 
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by Pindar with the dative of the giver; but I would contend that in no case is the dative equivalent 
to παρά with the genitive,” and he translates δεξάµενοι τίν as “[receiving] in thy honor.” He is 
followed by Bowra, Kirkwood and Burnett 2005 (but not 2010). But it is strained to imagine a 
Greek athlete receiving a crown—an emblem of his own talent and of divine favor towards 
him—in honor of Zeus. 
 The main objections to this interpretation are offered by Farnell and Hummel. According 
to Farnell (ad loc.), δέκοµαι in Pindar takes a dative of source only with personal pronouns, and 
since δεσπότᾳ and Νηρεΐδεσσι are syntactically parallel with τίν, neither the proper names nor 
the personal pronoun can denote source. But it is unclear on what grounds Farnell is basing his 
assertion, considering the comparanda both in Pindar and Homer. Hummel’s (1993, §131) 
objection is that in every case where the dative occurs with δέκοµαι, the apparent denotation of 
source is a consequence of the context, not of the semantic value of the dative case. In every 
example, according to Hummel, the dative can be construed as having a more conventional, 
accepted denotation. As a consequence the dative οἱ at Ol. 13.29 is ethical-possessive, θεῷ at 
Pyth. 4.23 is a dative of purpose (indicated by the participle διδόντι), and both Μίδᾳ at Pyth. 12.5 
and τίν here are datives dependent on a substantive. Lastly, in his translation (1968, 1.181), 
Thummer seems to construe τίν here as a dative of possession, anticipating Hummel’s 
interpretation, but he does not discuss this dative in his commentary. There is no firm ground to 
support a choice between Hummel’s interpretation and that of most earlier scholars. The 
consistency with which δέκοµαι is used with a dative would seem to support a view that this is 
not accidental. The factor perhaps weighing most in favor the traditional explanation is that ἀπό, 
παρά, are πρός are always used with genitive personal pronouns in Pindar. The dative denoting 
source is not a metri gratia variant on preposition + gen. pronoun; it is the only expression that 
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Pindar uses to express source with the pronouns. But perhaps Gildersleeve is also correct in 
seeing the dative as connoting the interest in the giver—this would accord with the sense of the 
gnomic statement that follows, in which the gods are given credit for human success 
(θεοδµάτους, 11; δαίµων,12; θεότιµος, 13). 
 
τίν: Pindar uses three forms of the dative 2nd person pronoun: σοί, τοί and τίν (and enclitic σοι 
and τοι). The latter two Doric forms predominate, while σοί (found also in Homer, Sappho, 
Archilochus, elegiac and Attic prose) is used when the poet wants to avoid excessive or 
unnecessary alliteration (cf. ἐσσὶ δ’ ἰατὴρ ἐπικαιρότατος, Παιάν τέ σοι τιµᾷ φάος, Pyth. 4.270; 
Slater s.v. σύ). As usual, the enclitic form (τοι) is unemphatic and unmarked while the non-
enclitic form (τίν) is the marked form, and only occurs when the poet is using the pronoun with a 
preposition or when he is emphasizing it by giving it in the initial position in its clause or period 
(since period-breaks create a virtual syntactic boundary, the unemphatic enclitic pronoun cannot 
stand as the first word, even if the period begins by continuing the last clause of the preceding 
period). Moreover, 2nd person pronouns often follow the vocatives that they refer to, and when 
this happens, we tend to find emphatic pronouns. For the integrative function of the second 
person pronoun after a vocative, see Hummel 1993, §64-65.  
 The meter requires that τίν here be long, although elsewhere in Pindar, it is either 
naturally short or long by position. Explanations for this have met with some difficulty. Three 
emendations have been suggested. Schmid attempted to solve the problem by lengthening the 
form to τεΐν. Later Pauw proposed the emendation of τίν γ’, and of all the changes proposed, his 
enjoyed the greatest popularity. Stone (1935, 125), nevertheless, not accepting the need to stress 
τίν after the vocative, proposed τίν τ’. Both Fennell and Bury (1989, 105 n. 4) reject all of the 
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earlier emendations, and the explanation offered by Triclinius, ἐξέτεινε τὸ τίν, is now generally, 
and rightly, accepted. We find an example of this same lengthening at Theoc. 2.20. Fennell 
(1899, 192 n. 4) points to the alternative form, τείν (Il. 11.201), to show that the pronoun can be 
optionally lengthened. But this form is not attested in Pindar. Bury (1982, 105 n. 4) is perhaps 
correct, when, based on a comparison with ὑµῖν, he argues that τίν is naturally long, but can 
become short (like ὑµίν) when the poet was not emphasizing the pronoun. The explanation 
apparently depends on the liquid, which, following a short vowel, can optionally lengthen that 
syllable. This is the interpretation adopted by Snell-Maehler. It should be noted that only two 
times in Pindar is it clear that τίν has a short vowel (Pyth. 1.29, Nem. 10.30), and that in its other 
occurrences, the natural length of τίν is concealed by position-lengthening. 
 
ἄωτον: Fennell’s note, “Here the expression is not quite superlative, ‘a choice crown,’” (1899, 
192 n. 4) is correct. Pytheas’ Nemean victory should not be read as absolutely superlative, since 
it might be seen to overshadow Phylacidas’ recent victory at the Isthmus, and because Pindar will 
shortly wish for a victory at Olympia to cap the boys’ accomplishments. See Cairns 1998 and 
Gerber 2002, 29 for the botanical overtones of ἄωτον pertinent to the vegetal imagery of this ode 
(see notes on θάλλοντος, 1; φυτεύει, 12; εὐφύλλου Νεµέας, 61; ἄρδοντι, 64). 
 
δεξάµενοι: The participle is causal, explaining why the crater of song is being mixed. Some 
scholars have demurred from including the poet among those who are who have received the 
ἄωτον στεφάνων (Bowra 1969, Verity 2008, Burnett 2010; Dornseiff (1921a) and Lattimore 
(1959), however, do include him). But δεξάµενοι unambiguously modifies the subject of the 
first-person verb κίρναµεν, and so should be construed as effectively equivalent to ἐδεξάµεσθα. 
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By grouping himself with the victor and his family, Pindar is not expressing presumption or 
arrogance, but rather philia.   
 
4. στεφάνων: A clear sense-pause follows the last syllable and coincides with the confirmed 
period-break at the end of e4. See note on Ἐνυαλίου (54) below. 
 
νῦν αὖτε: The manuscripts themselves read νῦν αὖτ’ ἐν Ἰσθµοῦ δεσπότα (B) and νῦν αὖτ’ ἐν 
Ἰσθµοῦ δέσποτα (D). There are two problems with these readings: the ungrammatical 
prepositional phrase ἐν Ἰσθµοῦ and the case of δεσπότα/δέσποτα. The history of emendations is 
long. Attempts were made to fix the prepositional phrase either by correcting the case of Ἰσθµοῦ 
(ἐν Ἰσθµῷ, Ceporinus, followed by Heyne, both perhaps swayed by the scholiast’s gloss of this 
passage, νικήσαντος ἐν Ἰσθµῷ, and by the parallel phrase ἐν Νεµέᾳ), or by removing the 
preposition entirely (αὖτις Ἰσθµοῦ, Boeckh; αὖτε Ἰσθµῶ, Hermann 1798; αὖ τίν, Ἰσθµοῦ 
δεσπότα, Bergk; αὖτε δ’, Hartung; αὖτι Ἰσθµοῦ, Schnitzer; αὖτεν, Usener). As Bury notes, the 
accent of δεσπότα seems to be the crux. Early texts do not include the iota subscript. The 
accentuation of δέσποτα in D is the copyist’s mistaken attempt to fix what he read as an 
improperly accentuated vocative (δεσπότα) but which was actually a dative ending that had lost 
its subscript (δεσπότᾳ). The accentuation in B, then, is evidence for the original long ending 
(Bury 1989, 106 n. 5). It seems especially likely that at an early stage in the tradition, a copyist, 
troubled by the hiatus of the original reading αὖτε Ἰσθµοῦ, modified the text to remove this 
hiatus, and since there was a dative in close proximity, decided the least invasive change would 
be to insert a ν and re-punctuate, αὖτ’ ἐν Ἰσθµοῦ δεσπότᾳ. Subsequent to this, the iota subscript 
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was lost. Hermann was the first to emend αὖτ’ ἐν to the original αὖτε, and this reading is 
accepted in modern editions.  
 The hiatus remains a problem, as is clear from the number of emendations subsequent to 
Hermann’s that were designed to eliminate it (Boeckh, Bergk, Hartung, Schnitzer, Usener). 
Bury’s (1989, 106 n. 5) hesitant suggestion that Ἰσθµοῦ might have had an initial digamma is 
incorrect—Ἰσθµός is cognate with εἴµι (Chantraine, Beekes s.v. Ἰσθµός). More convincing is 
ἁλιερκέα Ἰσθµοῦ (Isth. 1.9) that Bury induces as comparandum; hiatus is found in Pindar, 
especially before proper names. According to Hermann (1827, vi-viii), Pindar follows Homer in 
his tolerance for hiatus, particularly in his allowance of hiatus with quibusdam verborum 
coniunctionibus and, with special relevance here, before proper names (τε Ὤανον, Ol. 5.11). 
Hermann’s analysis, however, generally fails to consider initial digammas, which requires us to 
reject a number of his examples. On the problem of digammas in Pindar, see also Seymour 1882, 
220 §10. 
 
Ἰσθµοῦ: The third piece of epinician information. Poikilia is an ever-present concern and so 
Pindar introduces the site of Phylacidas’ victory as a genitive dependent on δεσπότᾳ rather than 
with a simple statement of location, as he did with ἐν Νεµέᾳ above. 
 
Ἰσθµοῦ δεσπότᾳ: Although Poseidon is the patron god of the Isthmian games, Pindar never 
gives his proper name in this ode. The explanation for the periphrasis that he uses instead is 
twofold. First, the greater length contributes to the climactic effect (Race 1990, 7 n. 13, 9-40)—
Zeus is invoked with one word, but Poseidon with two (in addition to πεντήκοντα Νηρεΐδεσσι). 
Second, despite the climactic structure, Zeus is still the only named god, invoked not only at the 
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outset at line 3, but also in the concluding wish at line 8. Consequently, Zeus retains his 
prominence in the first strophe as the patron of the Nemean and Olympic games and in 
preparation for Heracles’ prayer to Zeus in the mythological exemplum.  
 
δεσπότᾳ: The period break that follows δεσπότᾳ coincides with a sense break—Νηρεΐδεσσί τε. 
For confirmation of the period-break, see notes on εὔχεται (14) and τέκος (30) below. 
 
Νηρεΐδεσσι: An Aeolic dative plural. The dative ending –εσσι is derived either from the εσ-σι 
ending of sigma stem nouns (γένεσ-σι) or from the dative plural ending of α- and ο- stem nouns 
(–αισι/–οισι) that has undergone the replacement of its vowel (-αισι > –εσι) and the gemination 
of the sigma (–εσι > –εσσι) that is characteristic of Aeolic (Buck 1955, §107.3).111 Pindar uses 
both the un-geminated (Ol. 4.22) and geminated (Ol. 13.20) endings, with the former being more 
common (Gildersleeve 1885, lxxxiii). Once again, the choice between dialects is made for 
metrical convenience (to lengthen the penultimate syllable), not because of any epichoric or 
generic affiliations that the ending might have (Braswell 1988, 77-78n.12c). Moreover, the –εσσι 
ending, while traditionally thought to be Aeolic, is likely an archaic poetic form rather than a 
dialectical one. Despite its frequent occurrence in Aeolic and related dialects and subdialects 
(Lesbian, Thessalian, Boeotian),112 this form may occur in poetry because its use is established 
by Homer as a metrically convenient alternative of –εσι(ν) (βέλεσιν, Il. 11.657; βέλεσσιν, Il. 
1.42).113  
                                                
111 Buck 1955, §107.3. On the problems of the origin of the alternative forms of the 3rd dat. pl. –
εσσι and –εσι, see Blümel (1982, §270-271). 
112 Buck 1955, §107.3 
113 Braswell 1988, 214 n.130c; Blümel 1982, §271; Chantraine, GH 1.204-207. 
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 Meter guarantees that the second syllable is short (contra Callierges 1515 and Heyne 
1773) but the alternative, lengthened root that is used by Homer (Il. 18.38, 49, and 52) occurs at 
Pyth. 11.2 (ποντιᾶν ὁµοθάλαµε Νηρηΐδων) and Nem. 5.7 (ἀπὸ χρυσεᾶν Νηρηΐδων), as well as at 
Bacch. Dith. 17.38 (Νηρηΐδες, Campbell), and Epin. 13.122 (Νηρῆιδος, Campbell). The 
shortened root appears at Nem. 4.65 (Νηρεΐδων), 5.36 (Νηρεΐδων), and Alcaeus fr. 42.11 
(Νηρεΐδεων). See Schwyzer 1.564.  
 See also εὐτειχέσιν below (75).  
 
Νηρεΐδεσσι…πεντήκοντα: For the fifty daughters of Nereus, see Hes. Th. 240-264 (on which, 
West 1966, 235-242). See also Il. 18.39-49. For the Nereids in Pindar, see Pyth. 11.2 Nem. 4.65, 
5.7 and 5.36. See also Barringer 1995. 
 The Nereids are mentioned at Nem. 5.36-37 because they figure into that ode’s 
mythological exemplum as the kin, by marriage, of Poseidon (γαµβρὸν Ποσειδάωνα, 37). While 
they do not participate in the myth of Isth. 6, they are still relevant to this ode. First, they might 
have an intertextual significance, serving as a reminder of Nem. 5 and of Pindar’s enduring 
relationship with Lampon’s family. In other sense, their relevance comes from their status as the 
attendant deities of Poseidon. The first sentence of Isth. 6 is a sort of prayer, addressed to Zeus, 
and as often in prayers, the mentioning of a god, here Poseidon, often involves naming those 
more minor gods that he is closely associated with, here the Nereids. But their relevance also 
seems to lie in the myth of Melicertes-Palaemon and his worship at Isthmia.  
 The myth of Melicertes-Palaemon shows much variation. Ancient sources agree that 
Melicertes is the son of Ino and Athamas. Beyond this point, the accounts vary. In the scholia, 
Athamas, in a fit of madness, is said to have killed Learchus, the brother of Melicertes, perhaps 
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by tossing him in a boiling cauldron (Σ. ὑπόθεσις Ἰσθμίων, 3.192). In response, Ino takes 
Melicertes and jumps to her death from a sea-cliff on the coast of Megara (Apollod. 3.4.3, Paus. 
1.44.7 and 9.34.7). From here a dolphin carries the body of Melicertes to Corinth (Paus. 1.44.8). 
In Euripides’ alternate account, Ino kills both Learchus and Melicertes by throwing them, once 
again, into a boiling cauldron and then runs away with the dead body of Melicertes (Eur. Med. 
1284). According to Apollodorus, Sisyphus establishes the Isthmian games in honor of 
Melicertes (Apollod. 3.4.3), and Melicertes-Palaemon is worshipped there as a chthonic hero.114 
A fragment of Pindar’s Isthmians that corroborates Apollodorus’ account is preserved by 
Apollonius Dyscolus, in his On Syntax:  
Αἰολίδαν δὲ Σίσυφον κέλοντο 
ᾧ παιδὶ τηλέφαντον ὄρσαι 
γέρας φθιμένῳ Μελικέρτᾳ. (Pind. fr. 5) 
 
The Hypothesis Isthmiorum preserved in the scholia (Σ ὑπόθεσις Ἰσθμίων, 3.192-193) also 
reports that those who gave this order were the Nereids themselves (χορεύουσαι τοίνυν ποτὲ αἱ 
                                                
114 Paus. 2.1.3 tells us that there is still in his time an altar to Melicertes, and that it marks the 
place where the dolphin brought him to shore and where Sisyphus found and buried him. For the 
worship of Melicertes see also Farnell 1916, esp. 40. According to Farnell (1916, 40), the 
difficult second name, Palaemon, is probably explained as actually being an epithet—Melicertes 
the Wrestler—that comes from his association with the athletic games at Isthmia. It is explained 
by Apollodorus (3.4.3) as an alternative name used by sailors, who saw Palaemon as a sort of 
patron deity. According to Ovid (Meta. 4.539-542), Neptune gives Melicertes immortality and 
the new name Palaemon, because, it should be inferred, the mortal name could not abide after the 
god removed every trace of mortality from the boy (abstulit illis, | quod mortale fuit, 539-540). 
Moreover, a parallel has been drawn from Opheltes, a child who was killed by a snake while his 
nurse Hypsipyle helped in the attack of the seven against Thebes, and who is also worshipped as 
a chthonic figure associated with the establishment of the Nemean games (Farnell 1916, 40; Σ. 
Pind. ὑπόθεσις Νεµέων). Gebhard (1987, 476) suggests that the temenos for the cult of 
Melicertes-Palaemon is constructed just to the south of the Poseidon temple by the mid-fifth 
century BC. This temenos integrates some of the blocks from the destroyed archaic temple, 
which not only establishes a terminus post quem for its construction but also illustrates the close 
association of the hero, the god and the games. 
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Νηρεΐδες ἐπεφάνησαν τῷ Σισύφῳ καὶ ἐκέλευσαν εἰς τιμὴν τοῦ Μελικέρτου ἄγειν τὰ 
Ἴσθμια. Σ. ὑπόθεσις Ἰσθμίων, 3.192). It is possible that the Nereids are given credit for 
Phylacidas’ victory because they are also given credit for founding the Isthmian games in which 
he earned his victory. The myth also shows that there is a precedent for the Nereids being 
concerned with the enduring glory of certain young men like Melicertes and perhaps, by 
extension, Phylacidas. Moreover, since the Nereids are featured in both Nem. 5 and Isth. 6, their 
occurrence in the later ode may recall the former, and serve as a reminder of Pindar’s past 
service to the Psalychiad clan. For a thorough discussion of the myth of Melicertes, and of the 
literary and archaeological evidence, see Pache 2004, 135-180. 
 
παίδων: Like ἀνδρῶν in line 1, παίδων emphasizes the theme of fathers and sons that runs 
throughout the ode. Moreover, this word establishes at the outset that this is an ode to a boy 
victor.  
 
ὁπλοτάτου: ‘youngest.’ Formed from the differential comparative ὁπλότερος, which was able to 
take a superlative ending after the original meaning underwent semantic broadening from “of the 
age to bear arms” to “young.” ὁπλότερος/ὁπλότατος is consequently only used of people. See 
Bechtel s.v. ὅπλον, Schwyzer 2,183, Chantraine s.v. ὅπλον and Beekes s.v. ὁπλότερος. In Pindar 
it occurs only here and at Isth. 8.18, where it describes the nymphs Thebe and Aegina as the 
youngest daughters of Asopus (θύγατρες Ἀσωπίδων ὁπλόταται). 
 Meter: for the period break at e6, see note on πολιόν (15). 
 
Φυλακίδα: A Doric genitive (opposed to Aeolic Φυλακίδαο) with νικῶντος. The Doric form is 
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later, being a contraction of the –ᾱο ending we find preserved in Aeolic, and it is much more 
frequent in Pindar, occurring 50 times compared to 6 of –ᾱο (Lind 1893, 7). The choice between 
the two was determined by metrical convenience. Because of the Homeric precedent, Braswell 
(1988, 77-78) rightly believes that –ᾱο was seen as an Epic, rather than strictly Aeolic form. 
 The genitive ending preserved in Aeolic is a result of phonological leveling. After a final 
sigma was added to the nom. sg. inflection of masculine α-stem nouns (–α > –ας) to make it 
resemble the ending of masc. sg. o-stem nouns (–ος), the gen. sg. form was leveled by the 
replacement of the final sigma with an omicron (–ας > αο) to bring about a likeness to the gen. 
sg. form of o-stem nouns (–οιο > –οο > –ου/ω) (Buck 1955, §105.2).115 On the dialectical 
variation of the genitive ending, see Peter 1866, 33; Lind 1893, 7; Seymour 1882, 222 §15; 
Gildersleeve 1885, xxxi; Blümel 1982, §248; Braswell 1988, 214 n. 130c. See also Τελαµωνιάδα 
(26). 
 Meter: The resolution of the first longum of e and E (– ⏑ – → ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ –) is not uncommon 
in Pindar and is used primarily to accommodate names. This resolution is found at every instance 
of s7 in this ode (see note on τρίτον below), and so complies with Pindar’s practice of resolving 
the initial long of e either once in an ode, or at every instance of that position in an ode (Braswell 
1988, 108-109 n. 31a). See also Maas 1962, §55, Itsumi 2009, 418. 
 
Φυλακίδα νικῶντος: The first sentence (1-7) ends just as it began, with a genitive absolute.  
 The third piece of necessary epinician information arrives at the conclusion of the first 
                                                
115 Buck finds support for his explanation in some Boeotian and NW Greek inscriptions that 
preserve the original nom. sg. ending –ᾱ (Buck 1955, §105.1a) and some Megarian and 
Northwest Greek inscriptions that preserve the original gen. sg. ending -ᾶς (Buck 1955, 
§105.2a).  
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sentence. Pindar has revealed the name of the father and son, as well as the site of the victory, 
with striking rapidity. The effect is to focus on these three points, in preparation for the 
mythological exemplum, which will likewise concentrate on the names of father and son 
(Telamon and Ajax), and the shared site of their deeds—Troy.  
 
νικῶντος: With the noted exception of ναιετάοντες (Ol. 6.78, Pyth. 4.180), Pindar always 
contracts α-contract verbs (as well as ο-contract verbs) (Gildersleeve 1885, lxxxvi). The rules for 
the contraction of short α + ο are consistent across all dialects—ᾰο > ω, not ᾱ, which in non-
Attic dialects results from ᾱo (Buck 1955, 37). 
 
εἴη: Wishes for further athletic victory and future prosperity are more commonly found at the 
end of odes (Ol. 5, 7, 8, Pyth. 5, 8, Nem. 7, Isth. 1, and Isth. 7). Only three other odes 
prominently feature wishes in their openings: Ol. 3, Pyth. 3 and Pyth. 9. Of these, Isth. 6 is 
unique in opening with a wish for future athletic success. This wish enjoys such a prominent 
place in this ode because it prepares for the mythological exemplum that also contains, very 
prominently, a wish for the prosperity of Telamon’s house. 
 
δέ: Introduces the third element in the series, after µὲν πρῶτον and νῦν αὖτε. Like the previous 
two, the third is enumerative rather than contrastive; Pindar is not diminishing the Nemean and 
Isthmian victories by wishing for an Olympic victory.  
 
τρίτον σωτῆρι… Ὀλυµπίῳ: The reference to Zeus as Ὀλύµπιος is motivated by the wish for 
victory at Olympia. Pindar applies the epithet Ὀλύµπιος to Zeus, as the patron god of the 
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Olympics, also at Ol. 10.101 and Isth. 2.27, but Ὀλύµπιος can also refer to Zeus as the chief of 
Olympian god (Ol. 9.57, 14.12).  
 The epithet σωτήρ refers to a probable sympotic custom, according to which the last of 
the three libations made after a meal is offered to Zeus Soter (Σ Isth. 6.10a, 3.251-252). In 
addition to the two passages cited by the scholiast (Aesch. fr. 55 and Soph. fr. 425), the 
invocation of Zeus Soter figures prominently in Aeschylus’ Oresteia (see Burian 1986). But the 
stakes in Isth. 6 are not as high, and the meaning behind the explicit mention of Zeus Soter 
probably lies in the association of this third libation with good luck (Pl. R. 583b, Phlb. 66d, and 
Chrm.167a, all noted by LSJ). This would accord with the multiple occurrences of wishes for 
future prosperity found both in the proem and in the mythological exemplum.  
 Cole (1992, 37) argues that it would be inconceivable that the final wish to Zeus Soter 
would not refer to the threat of Persian invasion. But this interpretation rests exclusively on the 
epithet Soter and on the supposed date of the ode’s composition and performance of 480, which, 
it must be noted, is only surmised from the mention of the battle of Salamis in Isth. 5, the later 
ode to Phylacidas. Cole sees the reference not only as possible, but as inevitable, because of the 
“uncontrollable subtext” (Rudlich 1983, 4) of the term Soter, but this is not likely. To some 
modern critics the epithet Soter stands out as not especially common. But if it was as traditional 
as references in Aeschylus, Sophocles and Plato make it out to be, then one should imagine that 
any Greek male who regularly attended symposia would have seen it as commonplace, unmarked 
language.  
 
τρίτον: Schmid emends the MSS reading τρίτον to τρίτᾰτον. In the second and third triads, s7 
shows a resolution of the first syllable of the last e metron of the line (_ ⏔7.16e | : – – – ⏑ × |  →  – 
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– ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ × |). The two instances of s7 in the first triad (7, 16), however, terminate in – – – ⏑ ×. To 
bring about responsion at every iteration of s7, Schmid makes line 7 longer by one short syllable, 
and assumes δέ does not make position: εἴη δὲ τρίτον (– – – ⏑ ×) → εἴη δὲ τρίτατον (– – ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ 
×). The desire for strict external responsion also motivates Schmid’s emendation at 16 
(ὑψίθρονον [αὖ]). All modern editors reject these emendations; the resolution of the first longum 
of e is, after all, common in Pindar. But Schmid’s emendation of τρίτον is not entirely 
objectionable. Two properties of Pindaric responsion are pertinent here. First, the resolved first 
longum of an e foot tends to be resolved either at every iteration of that strophe-line or only once, 
typically to accommodate a name (see note on Φυλακίδα, 7). Second, it is unusual that the end of 
s7 in Isth. 6 shows resolution at every iteration after the first triad, even though the first triad, in 
other respects, generally establishes the metrical patterns for an ode (Barrett 1956, 315 and n. 3). 
It is tempting then to accept Schmid’s reading of τρίτατον here, although not of ὑψίθρονον αὖ at 
16, since there the particle would be a senseless placeholder. I have declined to adopt Schmid’s 
emendation for two reasons. First, in the scholiasts’ (Σ Isth. 6.10ab, 3.251-252) glosses of this 
passage, we find τρίτον instead of τρίτατον. And second, while it is clear that the first triad 
establishes the positions where short anceps is permitted in the rest of the ode, whether the same 
rule extends to the resolution of longa within e feet is not. 
 
πορσαίνοντας: The preparation of the libation is a metaphor for the composition and 
performance of another epinician poem, so Fennell (1899, 107 n. 8) is correct to supply ἡµᾶς, 
which includes Pindar as an agent of the verbal action. See also the note on δεξάµενοι above.  
 πορσαίνω and πορσύνω are both likely derived from πόρσω (Beekes s.v. πόρσω; but 
Forbes 1958, 261 disagrees). The difference in form is not dialectical—πορσαίνω is likely 
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formed from πορσύνω via analogy (Forbes 1958, 261). The prototypical meaning seems to be “to 
prepare.” Despite their common origin, Pindar does use them with slightly different shades of 
meaning. πορσαίνω (Ol. 6.33), in both its occurrences, preserves the prototypical meaning, 
whereas πορσύνω (Pyth. 4.151, 278, and Isth. 4.61) is used to denote the semantically extended 
meaning “to provide,” or by further extension, “to care for” (Slater s.v.). πορσαίνω is elsewhere 
confined to poetry, while πορσύνω is found in both poetry and prose, but the difference in use 
does not seem to be determined by any markedness or difference in register. Nor is it productive 
to search for a distinction in subjective criteria like “euphony” (contra Risch 1974, §108c). For 
the derivation, meaning and use of πορσαίνω and πορσύνω, see Braswell 1988, 234-235 n. 151b. 
 
Ὀλυµπίῳ: Pindar uses both ’Ολυµπ- and Οὐλυµπ-. Ὀλυµπ- is four times more common than 
Οὐλυµπ- (Gildersleeve 1885, lxxix). As with other ο/ου variants, early manuscripts would have 
preserved only ΟΛΥΜΠ-, and meter alone indicates the correct form. See Braswell 1988, 80-81 
n. 14d. On the Ionic alphabet, see Schwyzer 1.145-48, 230-231, Irigoin 1952, 25-28, Braswell 
1988, 80-81 n. 14d. 
 
Αἴγιναν: The fourth piece of epinician information—the name of the victor’s homeland—helps 
to round out the strophe. The last piece—the contest—is reserved until after the mythological 
exemplum (60).  
 
κάτα: The period break ensures that κάτα and σπένδειν are separate words (contra Benedictus, 
who made his emendation prior to Boeckh’s work on colometry). A number of considerations 
furthermore militate against construing κάτα σπένδειν as an example of tmesis (contra Bury 
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1989, 107 n. 8). Besides the fact that the terms are separated by a period break, the sense of the 
sentence is that Pindar is wishing to prepare and pour a libation, meaning that πορσαίνοντας 
shares its direct object, τρίτον [κρατῆρα] (after δεύτερον κρατῆρα, 2), with σπένδειν; κάτα 
cannot be construed as a preverb since it is needed to govern Αἴγιναν. Moreover, tmesis tends to 
occur only under specific circumstances in Pindar—specifically when a sentence-initial complex 
verb is interrupted by a postpositive (or equivalent word or constituent), which severs the 
preverb from the verb (Watkins 2002, 326-337). For an illustration of the rules governing tmesis 
in Pindar, see note on ἀνὰ δ’ ἄγαγον (62) below. For confirmation of the period end, see notes on 
φείσατο (33), τρόπον (58) and ἔπος (67). 
 
σπένδειν: Pindar continues the sympotic imagery from the first sentence. But σπένδειν here, 
unlike κίρναµεν (2), is not entirely metaphorical—Pindar is wishing for an occasion to pour an 
actual libation in thanksgiving to Zeus. The imagery of pouring occurs later also at 21 (ῥαινέµεν) 
and 64 (ἄρδοντι, 64). 
 
µελιφθόγγοις: Applied to the Muses in Ol. 6.21 and specifically to Terpsichore at Isth. 2.7. But 
more pertinent is βαρυφθόγγοιο (34), describing Heracles’ bow, the only other compound of 
φθογγ– in Pindar. The positions of the two φθογγ– compounds are comparable; they both fall in 
the final line of strophes A and B, and each time they are the second word in a three-word line. 
The analogy of the lyre and the bow is traditional, but here it has special relevance—in the 
mythological exemplum, Pindar presents Heracles’ exemplum as a parallel to himself, and the 
comparable uses of µελιφθόγγοις and βαρυφθόγγοιο in reference to the poet’s song and Heracles’ 
bow is an indication of this parallel.  
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ἀοιδαῖς: σπένδω takes a dative of that which is poured. 
 
10-13: Pindar follows the wish for Olympic victory (7-9) with the ode’s only gnomic statement. 
The greatest happiness that a man can expect to experience comes from spending his wealth and 
effort in pursuit of excellent deeds, finding success, and seeing his reputation grow as a result. 
This gnome is one of ten examples in Pindar’s epinicia of the ne plus quam ultra motif116—a 
statement that delineates the limits of human accomplishment or ambition. While Pindar often 
caps passages of climactic passages of explicit praise with the ne plus quam ultra motif (Race 
1990, 192), the current example is actually preparatory for the wish in lines 14-18. With this 
gnome, Pindar expresses, in general terms, Lampon’s philosophy of life and the state of mind 
with which he wants to meet old age and death (τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς, 14). 
 Besides their rhetoric, these lines have two notable features. The first is the emphasis that 
is placed on the role of the gods in mortal accomplishment. The emphasis is appropriate—the ne 
plus quam ultra motif is elsewhere accompanied by statements that credit the god for the victor’s 
accomplishments,117 and the preceding strophe included two expressions of thanksgiving to the 
gods and a final wish to Zeus Soter. Moreover, this passage contains the second explicit example 
                                                
116 Race (1990, 192 n. 7) cites Ol. 1.113-114, 3.42-45, 5.23-24; Pyth. 10.22-30; Nem. 3.19-21, 
9.46-47, 11.13-16; Isth. 4.9-13; 5.12-16, and here. Another can perhaps be found at Isth. 2.41-42, 
see Thummer 1967, 2.50-51 n. 41f and Young 1971, 28-29 and 28 n. 94. For an earlier 
discussion of Pindar’s use of the ne plus quam ultra motif, see Thummer 1967, 1.118, 151-152, 
2.50-51 n. 41f). Most examples of the ne plus quam ultra motif include prohibitions not to seek 
to become a god (µὴ µατεύσῃ θεὸς γενέσθαι, Ol. 5.24). The only exceptions are Nem. 3.19-21, 
9.46-47 and Isth. 6.10-13. 
117 cf. Nem. 9.45 (λαχὼν πρὸς δαιµόνων θαυµαστὸν ὄλβος), which prepares for the gnomic 
statement in lines 46-47). Also, in the lead up to the gnomic statement in Nem. 3.19-21, Pindar 
credits the Muse for Aristocleides’ victory (τεάν…κατ’ αἶσαν, 15-16).  
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of vegetal imagery, after θάλλοντος (1) and perhaps also ἄωτον (see note on ἄωτον (4) above). 
The image of the reputation of the victor as a plant cultivated by the gods (δαίµων φυτεύει, 12) 
and nourished by song (ῥαινέµεν εὐλογίαις, 21; Χαρίτων | ἄρδοντι καλίστᾳ δρόσῳ, 63-64) is 
central to this ode. It will be picked up again in lines 20-21, and again in the explicit praise in the 
final triad. In each of these passages, the reputation of the victor, or in line 20-21, the reputation 
of the Aeacids, is figured as a plant that needs the nourishing forces of water and sunlight—
metaphorically, the favor of gods and epinician song—to thrive.  
 
10. εἰ γάρ τις ἀνθρώπων...βάλλετ’ ἄγκυραν θεότιµος ἐών: Gildersleeve observes that 
conditions in Pindar very frequently take present tense verbs, and he understands this as 
“characteristic of Pindar’s love of the concrete.” But as Thummer’s (1968, 1.77-79) catalogue of 
conditional statements in Pindar shows, most of these conditions are found in atemporal gnomic 
statements, which naturally take the present tense. Moreover, the use of the indicative in 
conditional sentences implies only that the condition is logical (Hummel 1993, §438). As is 
typical for Pindar, the protasis precedes the apodosis (Hummel 1993, §443).  
As Hummel (1993, §444) explains, it is typical in Pindar that explicit praise for the victor 
be phrased as a conditional statement, the protasis of which explains the conditions on which one 
can be considered praiseworthy, and the apodosis of which states that the victor has reached the 
limits of happiness (cf. also Nem. 9.46-47). While the current passage exhibits this structure, it at 
the same time deviates from other examples in being phrased as a gnomic statement, and its 
applicability to Lampon is only made explicit in the following sentence (14-16). Hummel notes a 
similar gnomic expression in lines 11-12 of the companion ode, Isth. 5. 
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εἰ γάρ: Pindar uses γάρ almost exclusively with anaphoric force. Slater (s.v.) does not even 
recognize the cataphoric use of γάρ in Pindar. Other conditionals beginning with εἰ γάρ (Pyth. 
4.43-49, 4.263-269, 8.73-74, Nem. 7.24-27, 9.46-47) explain the preceding statement and so 
conform with Slater’s observation. But this condition is exceptional; it explains not why the poet 
is wishing for a third, Olympian victory, but the grounds on which Lampon should feel comfort 
in his old age (14-18).  
 
ἀνθρώπων: While the meaning of ἄνθρωπος is broader than that of ἀνήρ, technically including 
both men and women (as at Pyth. 4.98 and 9.33), it is a term that, in Pindar at least, is defined 
less by what it encompasses—men and women—and more by what it excludes—gods and 
animals (Ol. 3.10, 7.63, Pyth. 9.40, 10.10, Nem. 5.18, 8.17, fr. 194.6). The distinction between 
mortal and divine is relevant here; τις ἀνθρώπων is juxtaposed with three words that refer to the 
divine influence: θεοδµάτους (11), δαίµων (12), and θεότιµος (13). Through this juxtaposition, 
Pindar emphasizes the separation and hierarchy of mortals and immortals.  
 
δαπάνᾳ τε...καὶ πόνῳ: a merism expressing “with everything they have.” See Bundy 1962, 44 n. 
56. Pindar uses πόνος and δαπάνα together in two other passages (Ol. 5.15 and Isth. 1.42). In 
each passage the merism occurs in a gnomic statement that commends expenditure and effort. 
However, unlike the current example, which focuses solely on the laudandus and his family, the 
gnomic statements at Ol. 5.115-116 and Isth. 1.41-45 commend expenditure and effort as acts of 
euergetism for the community.  
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δαπάνᾳ: The expenditure of money, of which only the wealthy are capable, rather than the 
expenditure of effort (πόνος), which is possible for any healthy man. It is possible that in the 
singular, δαπάνα denotes expenditure abstractly, and that the plural form (Pyth. 1.90, 5.106; Isth. 
1.42, 5.57) denotes actual acts of expenditure. For the same difference in meaning between 
singular and plural, see note on ἀρετάς (11).  
The expenditure-motif is a significant feature of epinician rhetoric. In its most common 
form, this motif expresses that expenditure is necessary for athletic success, and so those who 
commit themselves to investing in athletics deserve to be praised (see Kurke 1991, 98-99 and 
111 n. 10). Another variant praises the laudandus or the family for investing in epinician song 
(Pyth. 1.90-94). Common throughout is the focus not just on expenditure, but on expenditure 
made happily or willingly. Such is the case here (χαρείς). In fact, forms of the verb χαίρω are 
often found in passages that feature the expenditure motif. Frequent references to euergetism are 
found incorporated into the expenditure-motif. One variant of this has the athletic victory itself 
figured as an act of euergetism (Kurke 1991, 170). This is most clearly illustrated in Ol. 5, where 
the poet praises Psaumis for the benefit that his mule-cart victory has conferred on Camarina (1-
14), and caps his praise with a gnomic statement of the expenditure-motif (αἰεὶ δ’ ἀµφ’ ἀρεταῖσι 
πόνος δαπάνα τε µάρναται πρὸς ἔργον | κινδύνῳ κεκαλυµµένον, 5-16). Alternatively, the poet 
also praises the victor for acts of civic beneficence that are unrelated to the matter of his victory. 
For instance, at Pyth. 5.85-93, Pindar praises Battus’ acts of euergetism on behalf of Cyrene, as a 
way of praising Arcesilas, via the mythological analogue, for the same thing.  
The expenditure-motif occurs in both gnomic statements and passages of explicit praise. 
Regardless of the context, the terminology that Pindar uses to express the expenditure-motif is 
consistent. The word δαπάνα is the primary term for expressing the expenditure-motif; it occurs 
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seven times in the epinicia, each time in this motif. Of the eight examples of the expenditure-
motif expressed through a gnomic statement in which the poet enjoins his audience to spend their 
wealth in pursuit of great accomplishments, four feature δαπάνα (Ol. 5.15, Pyth. 1.90, Isth. 1.42, 
and here); the other four feature either πλοῦτος (Pyth. 5.1, 8.88, Nem. 1.31) or ὄλβος (Nem. 
11.13). The three remaining instances of δαπάνα are found in passages of explicit praise for a 
laudandus and his family, where Pindar commends them for investing in athletics (Pyth. 5.103-
107, Isth. 4.25-29, 5.54-58).118  
 
χαρείς: “delighting in;” the passive form has the same sense as the active (LSJ). Three verbal 
actions form the protasis of the condition: χαρείς (10), πράσσει (11), and φυτεύει (12). χαρείς 
alone is hypotactically arranged and dependent on πράσσει, whereas πράσσει and φυτεύει are 
paratactically arranged and joined by καί. It would seem then that χαρείς is a circumstantial 
participle explaining how one might accomplish excellent things (πράσσει ἀρετάς). But in 
Pindar, χαρείς is used of delighting in things that are pleasing for their own sake—oath-keeping 
(Ol. 2.66), hospitality (Ol. 4.15), success (Pyth. 7.18), and a good reputation (Pyth. 10.36). At 
Isth. 4.29, the poet praises the family of the victor for delighting in expenditure, particularly on 
chariot racing, but this delight is not given as a reason for their success. Moreover, the 
circumstantial force of the participle is difficult to construe—the fact of expenditure alone, 
regardless of the spender’s attitude towards expenditure, would be the prerequisite for 
                                                
118 But the example at Isth. 5.54-58 is very nearly a gnomic statement as well. Here the poet 
praises the family of Cleonicus as exemplary for their hopeful attitude towards expenditure: οὐδ’ 
ὁπόσαι δαπάναι | ἐλπίδων ἔκνισ’ ὄπιν (57-58). This praise is a clever play on the more typical, 
gnomic formulation of the expenditure-motif. Rather than frame the idea as an abstract 
injunction, the poet holds the family of Cleonicus up as role models (µαρνάσθω τις ἔρδων | ἀµφ’ 
ἀέθλοισιν γενεὰν Κλεονίκου | ἐκµαθών, 54-56) because they exemplify the need to approach 
expenditure as a joyous necessity. Despite the concrete example, the passage still approximates 
the exhortative function of gnomic statements of the expenditure motif. 
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accomplishment. This problem can only be resolved by construing χαρείς...πράσσει as equivalent 
to paratactic χαίρει καὶ πράσσει. Together with φυτεύει, these verbs form a complex of equally 
important conditions that must be satisfied for one to come to the furthest limits of happiness 
(12-13). The reason for the participial form is most likely Pindar’s interest in poikilia and his 
general avoidance of repetition and excessive parallelism. 
 
11. πόνῳ: occurs also in the mythological exemplum, when Heracles prophesies that Ajax will 
be λαῶν | ἐν πόνοις ἔκπαγλον Ἐνυαλίου (53-54). As such, πόνος is one of many words that 
Pindar includes in both the mythological exemplum and in the frame in order to make the 
analogy of the family of Lampon to the family of Telamon. See note on µόχθον (28).  
 
πράσσει: “accomplishes; Pindar does not use πράσσω with a material sense (contra Bury 1892, 
107 n. 11; see Slater s.v.). The purpose of epinician poetry is to praise those who have 
accomplished excellent things. It is then an indication of Pindar’s skill, and of the value that he 
places on poikilia, that in all of Pindar’s epinicia the phrase “he has accomplished excellent 
things” (πράσσει ἀρετάς) is found only here, and that the statement is not made directly about the 
victor, but is displaced into a gnome that is applied to his father.  
 
θεοδµάτους: “divinely ordained.” Schmid (ad loc.) correctly explains Pindar’s view of divine 
influence (Adeo etiam Ethnicus, quicquid in operibus nostris bon[um] est, Deo adscribit). The 
sense of ‘built by the gods’ is preserved only in the adjective’s literal uses (Ol. 6.59, Pyth. 9.10). 
Fennell (ad loc.) suggests that there is a connection between this word and the metaphor at Isth. 
5.44-45 (τετείχισται δὲ πάλαι | πύργος ὑψηλαῖς ἀρεταῖς ἀναβαίνειν), but the two passages do not 
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share any vocabulary, and the sense of “building” is absent from θεοδµάτους. The intertextual 
relationship between the two odes to Phylacidas must be sought elsewhere. 
 In each of the three parts of this gnome—θεοδµάτους in the first part of the protasis, 
δαίµων in the second, and θεότιµος in the apodosis—the gods are credited with Phylacidas’ 
success. The reminder of divine involvement occurs throughout Pindar, and it is motivated by 
rhetorical strategy as much as the poet’s religious sensibility. Reminding the audience that the 
laudandus has achieved victory through the gods’ will, and not simply through his superior 
talents and resources, is one strategy to forestall any feelings of phthonos. 
 This compound adjective occurs six other times (Ol. 3.7, 6.59, Pyth. 1.61, 9.10, fr. 33c, 
35c). The uses are varied. It modifies the poet’s obligation (χρέος) to praise (Ol. 3.7), Delos (Ol. 
6.59, fr. 33c), the sovereignty (ἐλευθερίᾳ) of Aetna (Pyth. 1.61), Apollo’s chariot (Pyth. 9.10) 
and music (fr. 35c). But Farnell (ad loc.) correctly points out that elsewhere in Greek poetry 
θεόδµητος has a literal sense and is applied to concrete objects, rather than abstractions or non-
corporeal things like song. In Homer, θεόδµητος occurs once and modifies πύργων (Il. 8.519). In 
Sophocles (El. 707) it modifies Athens (Ἀθηνῶν τῶν θεοδµήτων ἄπο). There are four instances 
in Euripides; twice it is applied to Athens (Hipp. 974, IT 1449, although the latter is perhaps an 
interpolation borrowed from the former), once to the city of Delphi (ἀλλ’ ἔριπε Δελφῶν ἐς 
θεόδµητον πόλιν, Andr. 1263), and finally to the altar on which Priam was killed by 
Neoptolemus (βωµῷ, Hec. 23). Pindar uses a number of other θεο- compounds to describe 
accomplishments gained through the will of the gods: θεόδοτος (of ἔργων, Isth. 5.23), θεόµορος 
(as in 35c, of ἀοιδαί, Ol. 3.10; of γέρας, I .8.38), θεόποµπος (of τιµαί, Pyth. 4.69), θέορτος (of 
ὄλβος, Ol. 2.36), θεόσδοτος (of δύναµις, Pyth. 5.13). As with θεόδµατος, these adjectives tend to 
modify abstract concepts in Pindar.  
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 Following the scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.14a, 3.252), Mommsen (1864) prints the Ionic/Epic form 
θεοδµήτους instead of the Doric form preserved in the manuscript. 
 
ἀρετάς: ‘deeds of excellence.’ The difference between the singular and plural of ἀρετά is a 
matter of abstract versus concrete. In the singular, ἀρετά is a person’s capacity, either innate or 
practiced (Isth. 1.41), for accomplishing something great. In the plural, ἀρεταί are the deeds 
themselves, as the product of the athlete’s ability. 
 This is one of six occurrences of the plural accusative form of ἀρετά in Pindar, and it is the 
only instance of ἀρετά being governed by a verb of making or creating. In the five other 
occurrences, Pindar uses either a verb of praise (Ol. 6.72, Nem. 3.74, Isth. 4.3, 6.56) or of display 
(Nem. 6.47) to avoid the explicit phrase “X has accomplished excellent things.”  
 
12. σύν τε: “and at the same time” (following Slater s.v. and Fennell). Bury (1892, 107-108 n. 
12) and Fennell are correct to construe σύν here as adverb reinforcing τε. This is the only 
occurrence of adverbial σύν emphasizing a connective in Pindar. But there are occurrences of τε 
and δέ followed by σύν for emphasis in Homer (Il. 23.879, 10.224) and Sophocles (Aj. 960) 
(LSJ). The phrasing stresses that reputation is not ancillary to accomplishment; it gives athletic 
victory its enduring value.  
 
οἱ: A dative of interest, ‘for him.’ For arguments against taking it with σύν, see note on σύν τε 
above. The lost digamma (ϝοι) justifies the hiatus after τε (Fennell).  
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δαίµων: Pindar uses δαίµων to refer to a specific god twice (Ol. 7.39, Pyth. 4.28). The other 23 
instances of δαίµων exhibit one of two meanings: an unspecified god (Ol. 1.35, 6.46, 8.67, 9.28; 
Pyth. 1.12, 3.34 (contra Slater), 3.59, 8.76, 10.10, 12.30; Nem. 5.16, 9.45; Isth. 4.19, 5.11, 8.24, 
7.43) or fortune (Ol. 13.28, 13.105; Pyth. 3.109, 5.123; Pae. 6.131). Because of the adjectives 
θεοδµάτους and θεότιµος, it is clear that here δαίµων denotes a god. The word δαίµων is 
common in passages that ascribe a man’s success or prosperity to divine will (Ol. 9.28; Pyth. 3. 
59, 8.76, 10.10; Nem. 9.45; and Isth. 5.11). 
 
φυτεύει: “plants,” metaph. for “grants,” with the connotation of predetermination. Even in 
Homer the metaphorical use of φυτεύω is very common (Od. 5.340, 4.668, 2.165, 17.82, 5.313, 
14.109, 14.191, 15.130, 17.1, 17.45, 17.120, as well as Il. 15.134 and h.Merc. 160). In these 
early examples φυτεύω is used with words such as κακά and πῆµα to state that a character is 
destined for an unhappy end. Pindar uses a phrase equivalent to Homer’s repeated κακὰ πολλὰ 
φυτεύει at Nem. 4.59, as does Sophocles at Aj. 953. The earliest examples of φυτεύω used 
optimistically occur in Pindar and Bacchylides (Pyth. 9.111, Nem. 8.17, as well as Bacch. 16.68, 
18.35), which is the use here.   
 The metaphorical use of φυτεύω is another example of the vegetal imagery that is 
scattered throughout Isth. 6 and that is central to the ode’s themes of inherited excellence and 
flourishing after a period of obscurity. The metaphorical symposium of the opening stophe is 
blooming (θάλλοντος, 1), but this blooming is contingent on Zeus’ planting, and then on the 
nourishing effect of the epinician song (74).  
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δόξαν ἐπήρατον: “much-desired;” cf. τὸ δ’ ἐµὸν γαρύει ἀπὸ Σπάρτας ἐπήρατον κλέος (Pyth. 
5.73). 
 
ἐσχατιαῖς...πρός: The prepositional phrase is fundamental for the ne plus quam ultra motif (see 
note on lines 10-13). Its centrality is emphasized by the hyperbaton—ἐσχατιαῖς comes first in the 
clause and separated from πρός, the preposition that governs it, by the adverb ἤδη.  
 
ἐσχατιαῖς: In Pindar, 1st and 2nd decl. dative plurals can take either -οις/-αις or -οισι/-αισι 
endings (Schwyzer 1.102). The difference between the two is a matter of age, not dialect 
(Schwyzer 1.81), and the presence of both forms in Homer effectively eliminates any dialectical 
distinction between them. The -αις ending of 1st declension dat. pl. happens to be more common 
than -αισι, as -οις is more common than –οισι (Gildersleeve 1885, xxxii). But the choice between 
the two forms is based on metrical convenience. 
 The manuscripts are divided on the reading: B and the scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.14a, 3.252) read 
the dative ἐσχατιαῖς, while D reads ἐσχατιάς. Two factors have motivated a long history of 
emendations: 1. in Pindar, πρός rarely governs a dative (it occurs only one other time, at Pyth. 
1.86), and 2. Ol. 3.43 preserves a close parallel (πρὸς ἐσχατιὰν...ἱκάνων) where πρός governs an 
accusative. Callierges (1515) emends to the genitive ἐσχατιᾶς, making πρός to govern ὄλβου. 
Bergk recommends preserving the orthography of B, but construing the form as an Aeolic 
accusative (as he does with Αἰγίνας κάτα…ἀοιδαῖς, 8-9). Bury (1892, 108 n. 12) commends 
Bergk’s reading119 and provides two interpretations of the accusative: either as dependent on an 
                                                
119 In his comment on Isth. 6.12, Bury cites Isth. 1.25 and 7.8 in support of Bergk’s emendation. 
Puzzlingly, in the commentary on those passages he dismisses the possibility of the Aeolic 
accusative. 
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implied verb of motion (having come to the furthest reaches of happiness, using πρὸς 
ἐσχατιὰν...ἱκάνων at Ol. 3.43 as a model), or as an expression of motion into which (“cast the 
anchor into the furthest reaches of happiness”). But both the text and the sense of the passage 
militate against the accusative. First, Bergk’s conjecture cannot be accepted; as Farnell (ad loc.) 
correctly notes, there are no Aeolic accusatives in Pindar. Second, while there is only one other 
instance of πρός governing the dative (ἀψευδεῖ δὲ πρὸς ἄκµονι χάλκευε γλῶσσαν, Pyth. 1.86), 
the text of that passage is stable. The locative sense of the dative is clear here. Just as in Pyth. 
1.86 where πρός with a dative is used to express where one metaphorically forges his tongue, 
here πρός with a dative is used to express where one metaphorically drops anchor. So while both 
the present passage and Ol. 3.43 feature the ne plus quam ultra motif, they are in phrasing not 
very close parallels—one involves movement, and the other does not.  
 
ἤδη: “at this point, already” rather than Slater’s “finally” (Slater s.v.). Slater’s reading is 
influenced by the circumstances of the Psalychiads—with the victories of Pytheas and 
Phylacidas, the Psalychiads have finally achieved prominence as an athletic family. But the 
denotation “already” is more pertinent to the context of the passage. Pindar may have just wished 
for an Olympian victory for the family, but in this gnomic statement he consoles Lampon by 
reminding him that with or without that victory, he has already come to the limits of happiness.  
 For the placement of ἤδη, see note on ἐσχατιαῖς...πρός above.  
 
ὄλβου: dependent on ἐσχατιαῖς. Contrary to Slater’s definition (“prosperity, esp. material 
prosperity”), Pindar is less interested in the material side of ὄλβος than in its intangible aspects—
fame and reputation. 
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13. βάλλετ’: for βάλλεται (Fennell ad loc.). With ἤδη, the sense of the present is perfective—
“has already cast.” For the meaning, ‘to throw, cast,’ Pindar makes use of both the active (Ol. 
1.58, 3.13; Pyth. 1.44, 4.43, 11.40; fr. 128.3, metaph. Ol. 13.16; Pyth. 2.36, 8.77, 9.12; Nem. 
11.30; fr. 228) and middle (Pyth. 1.44, 1.74; fr. 75.16) without a discernable difference in 
meaning.  
 
ἄγκυραν: The ne plus quam ultra motif is often expressed in geographical terms, for example, 
the land of the Hyperboreans, the Nile, the Phasis and the Pillars of Heracles (see note on lines 
10-13). The latter is especially common, and since reaching the pillars involved sailing, nautical 
imagery is strongly associated with this motif (Nem. 3.19-26). But the metaphor specifically of 
casting anchor is particularly appropriate to the ne plus quam ultra motif, since to cast an anchor 
is to make an affirmative stop at one’s destination. At the same time, this use of ἄγκυρα is novel 
in Pindar. Outside of the Argonaut narrative in Pyth. 4, anchors occur two other times in Pindar: 
in gnomic statements at Ol. 6.101 and Pyth. 10.51. In both, the word occurs in “ship in jeopardy” 
metaphors, and the safety provided by anchorage is the main idea. In Isth. 6 the nautical imagery 
of the ne plus quam ultra motif is especially important since the homeland of the victor and his 
family is an island. 
 
θεότιµος ἐών: See note on θεοδµάτους (11) above. 
 
13. ἐών: For the lack of contraction, see also µελέων (2) above. The form is epic (Peter 1866, 
65).  
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14-18:  Lines 14-18 form the concrete cap on the gnomic statement of lines 10-13.120 In the first 
sentence (14-16a), Pindar reports Lampon’s prayer, and in the second (16b-18) he intercedes on 
Lampon’s behalf, calling on the fates to grant Lampon’s request. Pindar’s prayer in lines 16b-18 
recalls the wish he made in lines 7-9, that one of Lampon’s boys earn a victory at the Olympic 
games, and like the earlier wish, this prayer serves as an expression of the poet’s feeling of philia 
for the family (see note on lines 1-9). This prayer, which has climactic force from the assertive 
first-person voice (ἐγώ, 16), the illocutionary main verb (προσεννέπω, 17), the multiple 
addressed deities (Κλωθὼ κασιγνήτας τε...Μοίρας; cf. Ἰσθµοῦ δεσπότᾳ | Νηρεΐδεσσί τε, 5-6), its 
considerable length (31 syllables), framing hyperbaton (see note on κλυταῖς...ἐφετµαῖς, 17-18), 
and strophe-final last word (ἐφετµαῖς |||, 18), has an important role in the composition of the ode. 
First, the climactic force rounds out the first section of explicit praise in preparation for the 
transition to the mythological exemplum. Second, by refocusing on the interests of the victor’s 
father, it thematically prepares for the myth, which likewise concentrates on Telamon rather than 
Ajax. Moreover, it stresses that Pindar is acting as Lampon’s intercessor, which finds a parallel 
in the myth, where Heracles offers a prayer, once again to Zeus, on Telamon’s behalf. Finally, by 
featuring Lampon prominently in this climactic wish, and by referring to him as his friend (see 
note on ἀνδρὸς φίλου, 18), Pindar stresses the centrality of Lampon, and his relationship of 
philia with the poet, to this ode. 
 
τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς: “with such a state of mind;” a dative of manner with δέξασθαι, describing how 
Lampon will greet old age and death (Fennell, ad loc.). Bury (1892, 108 n. 14) and Sandys 
                                                
120 Bundy (1962, 5) notes that Pindar very frequently caps gnomes with concrete statements that 
exemplify the content of the gnome. 
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construe ἀντιάσαις as governing τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς. For the difficulty with this, see note ἀντιάσαις 
(15). τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς has sentence initial topic position, which stresses its centrality to the 
prayer—Lampon is not praying for death, he is praying that when he finally encounters his death, 
he will have the state of mind that is characterized by the preceding gnome.  
τοίαισιν refers to the entire proceeding gnomic statement. This is confirmed by the only 
other instance of τοῖος (Pyth. 4. 157), and from the roughly equivalent forms τοιόσδε (Ol. 9.8; 
Isth. 4.27, 5.54) and τοιοῦτος (Ol. 6.16, 9.40; Pyth. 1.67, 4.94, 8 55; Nem. 8, 35; Isth. 6.42), 
which in almost every case have anaphoric force and refer to a preceding passage of direct 
speech. But ὀργαῖς is problematic, since it denotes an emotion or a state of mind rather than a 
thought or idea. A similar incongruity between noun and referent is found at Nem. 8.35. There 
τοιοῦτον ἦθος makes sense in the context of its own sentence—Pindar expresses a wish never to 
have an unjust character (εἴη µή ποτέ µοι τοιοῦτον ἦθος, Ζεῦ πάτερ, ἀλλὰ κελεύθοις | ἁπλόαις 
ζωᾶς ἐφαπτοίµαν, 35-36)—but it seems imprecise to use the phrase τοιοῦτον ἦθος to refer to the 
preceding sentence, which is a gnomic statement about the abstract idea of deception. In both 
passages, the difficulty comes from compression. At Nem. 8.35, τοιοῦτον ἦθος is a compressed 
way of expressing “the character of a deceptive man,” and at Isth. 6.14, τοιαῖσιν ὀργαῖς, is a 
compressed expression of “with a state of mind that comes from such knowledge.” As often in 
Pindar, compression leads to a strained use of vocabulary or syntax. But in cases like this, it is 
better to interpret terminology in the context of the utterance, rather than adhere as closely as 
possibly to the actual meaning of the word; the second approach has unfortunately led to the 
proposition of alternative, unattested meanings, like Bury’s “such ambitions” for τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς.  
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τοίαισιν: A conjunction is omitted, but the deictic ameliorates the asyndeton (Hermann 1835, 
16-17); Denniston 1978, xliv; Braswell 1988, 236 n. 154, 244 n. 163).  
 
εὔχεται: Implicit in Lampon’s prayer is that the happiness that he has experienced through the 
victories of his sons endures to the end of his life, and conversely that he not suffer a reversal of 
fortune. The preceding gnomic statement emphasized the role of the gods in the prosperity of 
men (θεοδµάτους, δαίµων, θεότιµος), and typically in Pindar continued prosperity is dependent 
on divine favor. For other passages that show the same intersection of wishes for continued 
prosperity and divine favor, see Ol. 6. 96-102, 8.81-88, 13.101-106b; Pyth. 5.117-124, 8.61-72, 
and especially Pyth. 10.17-26. The present tense denotes that Lampon regularly makes this 
request of the gods, not that he is making this request while Pindar is speaking. For a similar use 
of the present tense, see note on αἰτεῖς (52). 
 Meter: The hiatus between εὔχεται and ἀντιάσαις (15) confirms the period-break at the end 
of s5. Hiatus at s5 is also found at line 55 (=s5, αὐτίκα || ἕζετ’). 
 
15. ἀντιάσαις: “when he encounters;” a temporal circumstantial participle coincident with, 
rather than anterior to, δέξασθαι and governing, along with δέξασθαι, Ἀίδαν and γῆρας πολιόν. 
Slater (s.v.) and Hummel (1993, §129) incorrectly take ἀντιάσαις with τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς, on the 
grounds that verbs expressing contact take datives as their primary complement. But this requires 
ἀντιάζω to mean “having” or “having obtained,” which is unattested for this verb. Moreover, this 
introduces into the text a senseless framing hyperbaton, a structure that Pindar uses very 
strategically. ἀντιάζω is used with an accusative direct object throughout Herodotus. LSJ (s.v.) 
cites a use as well at Aesch. Ag. 1557 (LSJ s.v.), although this is problematized by the elision 
 91 
(πατέρ’ ἀντιάσασα). On aorist participles with coincident meaning, see also Barrett 1964, 213-
215 n. 289-292 and Braswell 1988, 115-116 n. 36-37. 
 
Ἀίδαν: Here used metaphorically to denote “death” (Pyth. 5.6; Nem. 7.31, 10.67), rather than the 
god himself (Ol. 9.33, Isth. 1.68) or the underworld over which he rules (Ol. 10.92, Pyth. 3.11, 
4.44, often with some variant of the traditional phrase εἰς Ἀίδα δόµον). Similar is Ol. 8.72-73 
(Ἀίδα τοι λάθεται | ἄρµενα πράξαις ἀνήρ), which also occurs in a passage about a boy’s athletic 
success offering consolation to his grandfather in the face of old age and death. Braswell (1988, 
123-124 n. 44) points out that with the exception of Ἀίδα at Pyth. 4.44, Ἀϊδ- always scans as ⏑ ⏑ 
in Pindar and Bacchylides.  
 
γῆρας: Throughout the epinicia Pindar depicts old age as a hateful necessity, the only 
consolation for which are glorious achievements and just behavior. For this reason, the majority 
of occurrences of γῆρας are in gnomic statements that stress consolation in the face of old age 
(Ol. 1.83; Nem. 9.44; Isth. 7.41,]; Pae. 1.1) or in wishes for prosperity (Ol. 5.22, Nem. 7.99). Old 
age is shown in a positive light only at Pae. 6.116, as something Neoptolemus is deprived of by 
his early death. 
 
δέξασθαι: “welcome.” In Pindar δέκοµαι is not a neutral verb of receiving; it is used to denote 
“to welcome or receive eagerly” and the object is usually something that the subject desires 
(every one of the forty four passages of literal receiving that are listed in Slater denotes the 
receiving of something desirable). ἀντιάσαις δέξασθαι is more than a mere pleonasm; when a 
man of accomplishment and renown ultimately encounters death, he welcomes it as something 
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good (cf. Hdt. 1.32.9). Pindar uses δέκοµαι in two senses: “to receive” and “to welcome.” When 
it denotes “to welcome,” as Slater (s.v.) correctly points out, the verbal action is often modified 
by either σύν with the dative, or the dative alone, to denote the manner in which the welcoming 
is done. Such is the case here with τοίαισιν ὀργαῖς (see note above). 
 The aorist form of δέξασθαι is likely less a matter of aspect than tense; Pindar is not 
stressing that Lampon is praying to welcome death only once. Instead, he is using the tense 
marker to designate the time at which he wants his wish to be satisfied. The significance of the 
aorist form is best fleshed out through a comparison between the functions of the present and 
aorist,121 as Albert Rijksbaron (2006, 102-104) convincingly explains. In the present, dynamic 
infinitives have immediative force—the immediate satisfaction of the order is demanded. The 
aorist infinitive used in the same construction lacks the immediative force. Accordingly, the 
present formulation, εὔχεται δέκεσθαι, would mean “he prays that he now welcome...” The aorist 
implies only that the wish should occur sometime in the indefinite future. We can compare 
µέλλω with the aorist infinitive, in which Rijksbaron (2006, 103 n. 2) shows “there is often a 
nuance of inevitability.”  
 
πολιόν: “grey,” of a surface that is essentially dark with white streaks or speckles. It is used of 
grey hair at Ol. 4.26, but more often of the sea (Ol. 1.71, 7.61, Pyth. 2.68, Isth. 4.56), where the 
roughness of the sea is shown through the whitecaps that form on the grey water. Bronze (Pyth. 
3.48, 11.20) might be πολιός in the sense that streaks of whitish-green corrosion form in the 
cracks and pits of its dark surface. But more likely the adjective is not intended to be visually 
                                                
121 εὔχοµαι with the future infinitive is omitted, since in this construction the subject of the 
infinitive is assumed to be co-referential with the subject of the main verb, which consistently 
yields the meaning “to promise to do” (LSJ s.v.). 
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specific; Pindar is after all appropriating Homer’s epithet for iron (Il. 9.366), and its significance 
is to be sought in that borrowing. In fact, the Homeric intertext leads Slater, if only hesitantly, to 
suggest that Pindar’s πολιῷ χαλκῷ (Pyth. 3.48, 11.20) actually denotes iron. But both passages 
describe weapons in myth, and it is more likely that in these passages Pindar is reapplying the 
Homeric epithet to the historically appropriate material. Pindar does, however, refer to iron 
weapons in the myth at Ol. 10.37. The connotation here is corroborated by a scholiast’s note on 
Pyth. 4. 98 (Σ Pyth. 4.174a, 2.123), that πολιᾶς is a respectful reference to the age of Jason’s 
mother (cf. Chantraine s.v.).  
 Meter: The brevis in longo here is the only explicit indication of the period-break at s6; 
the short final syllable of πόλιν (65=s6) is not diagnostic because the following line begins with 
consonant-initial θεοφιλῆ (66). While the final syllable -ον occasionally undergoes metrical 
lengthening (Braswell 1988, 268 n. 184d), the case for a period-break here is strengthened by the 
sense-pauses at 40 and 56. Moreover, since s7 terminates in a line- but not period-break, the 
absence of a period-break at s6 would mean an unbroken period of 46 syllables, significantly 
exceeding the upper limit of approximately 30 syllables that is found in Pindar (Itsumi 2009, 
412; Maas 1962, §65). Finally, six instances of verb-signposting support the break: νικῶντος (7), 
δέξασθαι (15), ἀνατείναις (41), ἀναγήσασθ’ (56), ἦλθον (57), and ναίοισι (66). On metrical 
lengthening of final –ον, see also Itsumi 2009, 411. 
 
ὁ Κλεονίκου παῖς: The line-initial position marks the reintroduction of Lampon as an emphatic 
name cap.122 The purpose for the emphasis is that Lampon’s wish, expressed in lines 14-16, 
                                                
122 Bundy 1962, 5 n. 18. Bundy prefers that the term “name cap” be reserved for the laudandus, 
but Lampon is just as prominent in this ode as his son, and since his son’s success is owed at 
least in part to his father (72-73), it is appropriate to apply the term to Lampon as well.  
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forms the concrete cap and climax to the preceding gnomic statement. Pindar emphasizes παῖς as 
the cap with the deictic ὁ, which is here equivalent to the spatial deictic ὅδε (see also τάν, 63).  
Pindar names Lampon twice in the ode, in lines 3 and 66, and this periphrastic reference 
is characteristic of the poet’s poikilia. But more pertinently, the use of patronyms and 
periphrastic constructions that identify children through their father evoke the theme of inherited 
excellence that is central to this ode. This theme is brought out earlier when Pindar refers to 
Pytheas and Phylacidas as children (παίδων, 6) and it occurs again when Pindar first mentions 
Telamon and Ajax in line 26. 
Meter: ὁ Κλεονίκου παῖς must scan as ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ – – –; the stop + mute Κλ- does not make 
position for ὁ. Otherwise, the lengthening would result in a d1 foot that would be in responsion 
with an e foot in every other iteration of s7. For a similar case in Pyth. 4, see Braswell 1988, 207 
n. 118e. 
 
ἐγὼ δ’: Pronominal caps often mark what preceded as foil (cf. Ol. 13.49; Nem. 1.33, 7.20, 8.37; 
Isth. 1.32; Bundy 1962, 5 n. 18) but here it marks this sentence as a continuation of the concrete 
climax begun in the preceding sentence; together, the two sentences of lines of lines 14-18 form 
a compound climax after the gnomic statement of lines 10-13. The coordination of the two 
wishes is emphasized by the word order of ὁ Κλεονίκου παῖς· ἐγὼ δ’. But the adjacent placement 
of the references to Lampon and the poet is also an example of iconism—the words stand 
together just like the men stand together. 
 
ὑψίθρονον: “on her lofty throne.” As here, compounds of ὑψι- elsewhere are generally laudatory, 
and are applied also to the Nereids (Nem. 4.65), Helen (Pae. 6.95), Aetna (Ol. 13.111), Parnassus 
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(Nem. 2.19), Zeus (Ol. 5.17), the cities of the Achaeans (Nem. 10.47), the groves at Camarina (Ol. 
5.13), and Therapna (Isth. 1.31). But the connotation can also be neutral (ὑψιπετᾶν ἀνέµων, Pyth. 
3.105), or even negative (ὑψιφρόνων...βροτῶν, Pyth. 2.51).  
Bury points out that there is variation in the length of the second syllable; it is short here 
but long at Nem. 4.65. The length of the iota is in fact variable throughout Pindar’s ὐψι- 
compounds, although the short syllable (ὑψίγυιος, ὑψικοµος, ὑψίλοφος, ὑψιµέδων, ὑψινεφής, 
ὑψίπεδος, ὑψιπέτας, Ὑψιπύλεια, ὑψίφρων, ὑψιχαίτας) is preferred to the long (ὑψίβατος, 
ὑψίκερας). Schmid (1616) emends to ὑψίθρονον αὖ, on the mistaken understanding that the 
meter required a following long syllable (deest syllaba, forte ὑψίθρονον αὖ). 
 
Κλωθώ: Only here and at Ol. 1.26, where she appears without her sisters.  
 
κασιγνήτας: According to Hesiod (Th. 218; Sc. 258-259), Lachesis and Atropus. 
 
προσεννέπω: With the first person verb, Pindar continues to assert his personal feeling of philia 
(ἀνδρὸς φίλου, 18) for Lampon’s family. The sense of “to address by name” is owed to the 
prefix προσ-; ἐννέπω denotes more generally, “to tell of,” although it does have the meaning “to 
refer to by name” at Nem. 6.59.  
 Schmid emends to ποτιενέπω, without explanation. Pauw follows, modifying Schmid’s 
conjecture, metri gratia, to ποτεννέπω. There is, however, no reason to question the original 
προσ-; both προσ- and ποτι- are found in complex verbs throughout Pindar. But προσεννέπω is 
itself found twice more in the epinicia (Pyth. 4.97, 9.29), whereas ποτεννέπω is unattested in the 
corpus. The most invasive emendation has been offered by Schroeder, who suggested 
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παραγορέω, on the grounds that προσεννέπω is too undignified to be used to address figures as 
lofty as the fates. But προσεννέπω is perfectly appropriate in this context; it is found in Aesch. 
Ag. in invocations of Zeus (162) and the gates of Hades (1291) as well as in references to 
Aphrodite (Eur. Hipp. 99) and Helius (Soph. Ajax 857). Schroeder’s emendation is also 
motivated by the meter. Since he maintains the MSS reading of σπέσθαι, the added long syllable 
of παραγορέω is needed to satisfy the meter. For the problem with σπέσθαι, and the necessary 
emendation of ἐσπέσθαι, see the note below.  
 Meter: The final syllable is correpted. 
 
ἑσπέσθαι: “heed.” Lat. sequor shows the same semantic broadening, from following a person 
through space to following his commands (OLD s.v. sequor 8 & 9). The aorist form is 
important—Pindar is praying that the fates grant Lampon his request sometime in the future, not 
right away (see note on δέξασθαι above). 
 The adopted reading is Pauw’s emendation, which corrects the manuscripts’ unmetrical 
σπέσθαι. Schroeder, Farnell and Thummer (ad loc.) all resist this emendation because of 
Debrunner’s influential argument that before the Hellenistic period non-indicative forms of 
ἕποµαι never have the ἑσπ- stem. Following Debrunner, Schroeder keeps σπέσθαι and obelizes 
the preceding προσεννέπω, suggesting instead παραγορέω to compensate for the dropped 
syllable (see note προσεννέπω above). Farnell denies that σπέσθαι poses a metrical problem, 
incorrectly claiming that an epitrite can replace the dactyl (Braswell 1980, 211). Thummer 
follows Farnell, and adds that Pauw’s emendation introduces an unwanted hiatus. But this is an 
instance of correption, not hiatus. In the end, the meter demands ἑσπέσθαι, which incidentally 
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refutes Debrunner’s assertion. For this debate, and the importance of this passage in it, see 
Braswell 1980, 204-215. 
 
κλυταῖς...ἐφετµαῖς: An instance of extreme Y1 hyperbaton, that is, hyperbaton in which the 
complement precedes the noun. The effect of Y1 hyperbaton is to exert a cognitive burden on the 
audience—the first term prompts the audience to expect the second, and until the second term is 
encountered, the entire sequence of words is held in suspense. Since hyperbaton requires more 
focus on the part of the audience, it also serves to emphasize what intervenes between the two 
distracted terms. Here the hyperbaton emphasizes the thematically significant phrase ἀνδρὸς 
φίλου, which serves to stress the philia-motif at a climactic point in the ode.  
 
κλυταῖς: It is established that κλυτός means “famous” or “renowned,” but this use has troubled 
translators. The difficulty lies in the noun it modifies, ἐφετµαῖς; it is strained to say that 
Lampon’s requests themselves are famous. Fennell suggests the translation “loud,” but the 
volume of the request is not at issue here, and the passage that he offers as comparandum, 
κλυτὰν ἀγγελίαν (Ol. 14.21), does not support this translation. More recently, Race (1997) and 
Burnett (2005) have rendered κλυταῖς as “noble.” But this imports into the text a connotation of 
aristocracy that is absent from this passage, and it evades the difficulty posed by κλυταῖς 
ἐφετµαῖς. Farnell’s paraphrase, “prayers for renoun,” is attractive; since κλέος is not used in the 
oblique cases, ἐφετµαῖς with an objective genitive form of κλέος would not be possible. But 
Lampon is not, in fact, praying for “renoun,” as lines 14-15 make clear. An alternative is to 
construe κλυταῖς here as a transferred epithet to be construed with Lampon or ἀνδρὸς φίλου. The 
enallage would be motivated first by the proper name—outside of the characters of myth, for 
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whom epithets are an aspect of traditional poetics, Pindar avoids applying adjectives to proper 
names—and second by a desire to avoid attributing a second adjective to ἀνδρός. On this 
interpretation, Lampon’s requests are renowned because Lampon is himself renowned.  
 Meter: With the exceptions of here and line 33, s8 is always followed by a sense break. 
This sense break coincides with a period-break. That the period-end here is not coincident with 
any sense-pause is a consequence of the hyperbaton, a structure that often runs over metrical 
boundaries. 
 
ἀνδρός: Throughout the ode, Pindar uses the vocabulary of childhood and adulthood to stress the 
theme of inherited excellence. The preceding sentence ended with Pindar referring to Lampon as 
ὁ Κλεονίκου παῖς. This sentence ends with Lampon as ἀνήρ.  
 
φίλου: “dear,” focalized by the poet. Pindar finally makes explicit the philia-motif that has been 
implicit in the ode’s rhetoric from the outset. See note on lines 1-9. 
 
Μοίρας: in apposition to κασιγνήτας above. This passage is exceptional because it is a case 
specifically of “framing hyperbaton” (Race 2002), a species of hyperbaton in which the two 
distracted terms enclose the verb. This formal device is especially associated with points of 
transition in the odes, and “frequently conclude periods, strophes, or poems” (Race 2002, 32). 
This example is the most extreme instance of framing hyperbaton (and of hyperbaton more 
generally) in Isth. 6, and in fact it is one of the most extreme instances in all of the epinicia. As a 
case of framing hyperbaton, it closes off the strophe—the second term, Μοίρας, is the second to 
last word in the strophe. The two accusative objects frame the main verb προσεννέπω, and 
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contribute to a well-crafted interlocking pattern in which κασιγνήτας intervenes between (a) the 
first person pronoun, ἐγώ, and (b) the first person verb, προσεννέπω, and Μοίρας intervenes 
between (c) κλυταῖς and (d) ἐφετµαῖς, the dative object of the infinitive ἑσπέσθαι. Since its parts 
taken individually and sequentially are incomprehensible, this interlocking word order, together 
with the framing hyperbaton, effectively draws the sentence into a single unit. For other 
examples of framing hyperbaton at transitional moments in this ode, see notes on 
µυρίαι...κέλευθοι (22), πάσας...ἀρετάς (56), and Ναξίαν...ἀκόναν (73) below. 
 
ἐφετµαῖς: “requests.” In four of its five occurrences in Pindar, ἐφετµαί are demands or 
commands made by gods (Ol. 3.11, Pyth. 2.21), or kings (fr. 169.44), and those who issue 
ἐφετµαί are in positions of authority or control (at Pyth. 4.233, fire does not harm Jason because 
Medea, through her magic, has power over it). This applies as well to Homer; of the ten instances 
of ἐφετµή, eight refer to the commands of the gods and one to the command of a parent, and one 
to a request made by Achilles. The last of these, Il. 1.495-496 (Θέτις δ’ οὐ λήθετ’ ἐφετµέων | 
παιδὸς ἑοῦ, ἀλλ’ ἥ γ’ ἀνεδύσετο κῦµα θαλάσσης), provides a precedent for the use at Isth. 6.15 
and disproves Farnell’s assertion that ἐφετµαῖς here is “strained to mean ‘prayer.”  
 That the substance of Lampon’s requests is not made explicit has attracted virtually no 
attention. Only Farnell offers an interpretation, when he translates κλυταῖς as “for glory.” This is 
possible, but the context of the passage does not bear out this explanation. It is understood from 
lines 14-15 that Lampon’s request is specifically that the good fortune that he has enjoyed and 
that resulted from his efforts last until the end of his life.  
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19-21:  After the strong break that followed the wish in lines 16-18, Pindar transitions to the 
explicit praise of the Aeacids. He acknowledges that there is a customary mandate (τέθµιον) that 
praise for local victors begin with praise for the Aeacids. In fact, nearly every Aeginetan ode 
does laud the accomplishments of at least one of the Aeacids. Of the eleven Aeginetan odes, 
Pyth. 8 is the sole exception—after a brief praeteritio (21-28) Pindar declines to recount their 
deeds (ἀρεταῖς | κλειναῖσιν Αἰακιδᾶν, 23-24) in greater depth (εἰµὶ δ’ ἄσχολος ἀναθέµεν | πᾶσαν 
µακρογορίαν | λύρᾳ τε καὶ φθέγµατι µαλθακῷ, | µὴ κόρος ἐλθὼν κνίσῃ, 29-31).  
 Wolfgang Schadewaldt proposed the term χρέος-Komplex (1928, 277-279), or 
alternatively, the chreos-motif, to refer to statements that the poet makes about his obligation to 
praise the victor. According to Schadewaldt, with the chreos-motif the poet depicts the victor 
specifically as an euergetes whose accomplishments are so beneficial to the community that they 
obligate the poet and community to reciprocate with an encomiastic song. But Hermann Gundert 
(1935, 32, 121 n. 134) has observed that Pindar never refers to euergetism in passages where the 
chreos-motif is found. Following Gundert, Leslie Kurke (1991, 98) rejects Schadewaldt’s 
interpretation of the chreos-motif and offers a more sociological explanation, one centered on the 
concept of gift-exchange. According to Kurke, the chreos-motif in Pindar is a reminder to the 
community that kleos and epinician song is owed to the victor in return for the symbolic capital 
that his victory has brought the community. Since she sees gift-exchange as underpinning the 
entire system of reciprocity that serves to consolidate social bonds within a community, the 
neglect of this obligation would put the community at large at risk of disintegration. 
Accordingly, for Kurke, the chreos-motif, like much of Pindar’s epinician rhetoric, is aimed at 
securing the community. Kurke’s explanation has proven influential, although the actual threat 
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posed by failing to follow through on epinician praise might be overstated.123 Nevertheless, 
regardless of the consequences, the chreos-motif should be understood to refer to the obligation 
placed on the poet and on the community to repay the victor’s efforts in celebratory song. This 
passage demonstrates a slight variation on the chreos-motif, which typically refers to the 
obligation to praise the laudandus—here Pindar is enjoined to praise the Aeacids. Nevertheless, 
the principle still holds—the deeds of the Aeacids brought glory to Aegina, and they deserve 
praise in return. That this obligation also has a social dimension is made clear by the term Pindar 
uses to refer to the mandate, τέθµιον (see note on τέθµιον, 20). 
 Lines 19-21 also exhibit the arrival motif, in which the poet depicts himself as coming to 
the homeland of the victor in preparation for or during the performance of the song. For more on 
this motif, which has been thoroughly discussed by Bundy (1962, 22-28), see the note on lines 
57-60 below.  
 
19. ὔµµε…ῥαινέµεν: The object and verb are radically distracted and frame almost the entire 
sentence, including the main verb φαµί—the emphatic word εὐλογίαις alone occurs outside the 
hyperbaton. While technically not Y1, this framing hyperbaton has the same effect, specifically 
that the meaning of the accusative direct object is held in suspense until the verb on which it 
depends is received. The effect as usual is to set off an especially important sentence—this one 
sentence contains the entire chreos-motif, and hyperbaton is an effective way of concentrating on 
this important epinician convention. 
                                                
123At no point in the odes does Pindar actually state that neglecting the obligation to praise an 
athletic victor carries consequences for society at large. He does, on the other hand, explicitly 
state that he personally feels shame for not fulfilling his chreos in a timely fashion, for instance, 
at the beginning of Ol. 10. It is perhaps better to see shame as the consequence for failing to offer 
reciprocation for athletic victory. 
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19. ὔµµε τ’: With the pronominal cap (Bundy 1962, esp. 5 n. 18 and 9 n. 27) in the epode- and 
line-initial position, and with the vocative name cap, ὦ χρυσάρµατοι Αἰακίδαι, Pindar forcefully 
announces the change of topic from the explicit praise of Lampon to the ode’s mythological 
material. See Thummer (1968-1969, 1.136 and 2.102-103, n. 19-21) for a discussion of Pindar’s 
use of contrast in transitional passages.    
 
ὔµµε: Because B is the more secure manuscript, its reading, ὔµµε, is adopted over the metrically 
equivalent reading of D, ὑµέ. But it should be noted that the scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.27, 3.253) agrees 
with D. The Aeolic 1st and 2nd person pronouns are differentiated from the Doric forms by the 
geminate mute –µµ-; the Doric equivalents show a single mute with a compensatorily lengthened 
preceding vowel. The accusative plural shows up only once more, as ὔµµε at Ol. 8.15. To this is 
added the acc. pl. of the 1st person pronoun, both of which also exhibit the Aeolic form ἄµµε (Ol. 
9.106, Nem. 6.6). The Doric, non-geminate pronouns of both the 2nd person dative plural are 
found (Ol. 15.5, Isth 2.30), but the Aeolic forms predominate, and in the 1st person, are found 
exclusively (Seymour 1882, 223). As is often the case, this use seems modeled on Homer’s use 
of certain Aeolic forms, and should be seen as epicizing more than Aeolicizing. 
 
τ’: Because τε is thought to be a closer connective than καί (Denniston 1978, 496), Bury was led 
to punctuate the preceding sentence with a raised dot, rather than a full period. On this reading, 
φαµί (20), and the indirect statement that it introduces, follows on the preceding first person verb 
προσεννέπω (17) as an extension of that idea. But it is clear from the context that this is not the 
function of τε here. As a conjunction, τε is satisfying, in as unmarked a way as possible, the 
 103 
requirement that successive sentences be connected even if there is a strong break of thought 
between them. For the use of τε to connect separate, complete sentences, see Slater (s.v. 1.A.c), 
who adduces, among many examples, Pyth. 6.50 (τίν τ’, Ἐλέλιχθον). See also Denniston (1978, 
499) and Fennell, who notes S. Aj. 1182 (ὑµεῖς τε) as comparandum.  
  
ὦ χρυσάρµατοι Αἰακίδαι: The rare epithet χρυσάρµατος occurs in archaic and classical 
literature only in Pindar (Ol. 3.19, Pyth. 5.9) and Bacchylides (12.94, referring to Athena). With 
the exception of here and Isth. 8.20, compounds of –αρµατος occur in Pindar’s epinicia only in 
odes for chariot victors (Ol. 3.37, Pyth. 2.5, 4.7, 4.87, Pyth. 5.30, 5.115, Isth. 2.17), and 
specifically in odes for members of the royalty—Theron, Hieron, Arcesilas, and Theron’s 
brother Xenophanes. The epithets themselves are generally applied to figures who are either 
divine, such as the Moon (Ol. 3.37), for whom this epithet is doubly appropriate, or to heroes that 
are closely associated with the chariot, like Castor (Pyth. 5.9). The occurrence at Isth. 8.20 
(Δίρχᾳ φιλαρµάτου πόλιος)—an ode for a pancratium victory—is still quite regular; compounds 
of –αρµατος are traditionally used as epithets for Thebes, both in Pindar and elsewhere (Pindar fr. 
323=Dith. fr. 70b.26, incert. fr. 195.1, S. Ant. 149, 845, Eur. Her. 467). The sense of 
χρυσάρµατοι here is found in its two roots individually. In Pindar gold can signify wealth, but 
more importantly, it signifies radiance, which is appropriate for the Aeacids because of the 
visibility and prominence of their deeds (cf. σαφέστατον, 20). Although the Aeacids are not 
especially associated with chariots, the second element of the compound, -αρµατοι, is 
appropriate both in the context of the road-motif that comes in the following sentence and 
because the Aeacidae were Aeginetan royalty. Fennell, under the mistaken but common belief 
that Pindar and Bacchylides were bitter rivals and that this rivalry could be detected in their 
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poetry, suggests that, in his use of χρυσάρµατος at 12.94, Bacchylides is “mischievously 
applying to Aegina Pindar’s epithet of Theba and Thebes.”   
 
20. τέθµιον: A key word for the chreos-motif that constitutes the first part of the epode. Burnett 
(2005, 82) refers to this statement as “the self-imposed Law of Aiakid Praise.” But in actuality, 
the sense is quite the opposite—a τεθµός/τέθµιον is a public rule established by custom and 
law.124 The only other instance of τέθµιος is adjectival, and describes the festival established by 
Heracles at Thebes (πενταετηρίδ’ ἑορτὰν Ἡρακλέος τέθµιον, Nem. 11.27), and the uses of the 
substantive τεθµός all refer to public laws (Ol. 8.25, Ol. 6.69, 7.88, 13.29, 13.40, Pyth. 1.64, 
Nem. 4.33, 10.33, Pae. 4.47, 6.57). In fact, the use of τέθµιον instead of χρέος as the keyword 
word for the chreos-motif here is designed to emphasize the civic dimension of the obligations. 
Χρέος can be imposed as part of the commission of the ode, and so might not extend beyond the 
family of the victor and the poet, but a τεθµός is a more far-reaching and enduring mandate, one 
enjoined by tradition and an entire community. As Thummer (1969, 103 n. 19-21) correctly 
notes, this praise is owed to the Aeacids by any encomiastic poet who visits the island.  
 The substantive use of the adjective τέθµιος for the noun, τεθµός, is motivated by the meter. 
Doric τεθµός is equivalent to Attic θέσµος (the primitive form is *θέθµος). In Doric the second 
dental remains, which in turn activates Grassmann’s Law. The Attic form avoids this by losing 
the second aspirate when it undergoes the sound change –Dental– + –µος > –σµος, which is 
common in that dialect (Buck 1955, 130). 
 
                                                
124 According to the scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.27, 3.253), νόµιµον καὶ σύνηθες.  
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µοι: Likely a possessive use of the dative (“I have the clearest mandate”) rather than a dative of 
interest or an ethical dative (“For my part the mandate is most clear”).  
 On the identity of the first person speaker, see note on ἐγώ (16) above. 
 
φαµί: The poet continues to emphasize his authoritative role after ἐγὼ…προσεννέπω of the 
preceding sentence. Here φαµί is a strong affirmation that indicates the laudator is enunciating a 
significant epinician principle. 
 The oxytone form of φαµί (when the accent is not the result of a preceding paroxytone or 
following enclitic) is understood to be a marked, emphatic variant of the enclitic φαµι (Koster 
1962, 24-26; Smyth §187a). But the accentuation of the epinicia does not have any manuscript 
authority—accents were likely not recorded until the Hellenistic Period (Probert 2006, 45-47; 
Allen 1968, 114). Accents exist, after all, for the convenience of non-native, or at least, non-
contemporary speakers (Allen 1968, 114). And it should be remembered, “Most of the accentual 
information at our disposal relates to the accentuation of the Hellenistic Koine based on Attic 
and spoken by the Alexandrian grammarians” (Probert 2006, 70). Generally, the accentuation 
supplied to classical and archaic texts by these grammarians was extrapolated from what they 
observed about accentuation in Koine and from observations of certain linguistic phenomena, 
like vowel changes that were tied to accent placement (Probert 2006, 45). The accentuation of 
Doric poetry in particular is problematic. We know from Herodian that in at least some forms of 
Doric, a long penultimate syllable would receive an acute rather than circumflex accent, even if 
the final syllable were short (Probert 2006, 40-41; Eust. 26.40-46). But it is unclear in which 
forms of Doric this rule, termed the σωτῆρα rule, is found, and whether it was applied in every 
instance of Accented Long Vowel + Short Vowel (Probert 2006, 71-72). The response of modern 
 106 
text critics to the unclear understanding of the Doric accent has been to opt for consistency and 
apply Attic/Koine accentuation even to Doric literature. It is hoped that what is missed in 
accuracy is made up for in convenience (Buck 1955, §85).  
 The accentuation in modern editions of word forms that vary only in accent, such as φαµι 
and φαµί, is even more unreliable. For both ancient grammarians and for modern critics, without 
any manuscript authority, the only guide for choosing between variants is context. Faced with 
this obstacle, modern editors of Pindar have decided to print no enclitic forms of φαµι at all, and 
in the absence of the unmarked alternative, the accentuated form φαµί looses its markedness. For 
this reason, even in the three instances of what appears to be an emphatic, oxytone variant of 
φαµί (Ἰξίονα φαντὶ ταῦτα, Pyth. 2.21; χρυσοῦ φαµὲν αὐτορύτου, 12.17; Αἰακῷ σε φαµὶ γένει τε, 
Nem. 3.28), context, not the oxytone form, is the only indicator of any added emphasis. The text 
of Theocritus exhibits the same rule of accentuation—φαµί appears exclusively in its oxytone 
form, with the exceptions of τὸν γάρ φασι µέγιστον ἐπουρανίων κεχολῶσθαι (Theoc. 25.5) and 
ναὶ µάν φασι γυναῖκας ἑοὺς τροµέειν παρακοίτας (Theoc. 27.27), both of which occur in poems 
of dubious authorship.  
 
σαφέστατον: with τέθµιον. The mandate is most clear because the accomplishments of the 
Aeacidae are most clear (see note on χρυσάρµατοι, 19). The prototypical meaning of σαφής, and 
other adjectives based on the root σᾰφ-, is “reliable” (see Barrett’s note on Eur. Hipp. 346, and 
Braswell 1987, 206 n. 117d, as well as Chantraine s.v.). This meaning is evident at Nem. 11.43 
(τὸ δ’ ἐκ Διὸς ἀνθρώποις σαφὲς οὐχ ἕπεται τέκµαρ). But with verbs of speaking and knowing, it 
takes on the sense of “clear” (Ol. 6. 20, 8.46, 10.55, 13.45, 13.103; Pyth. 2.57; Isth. 7.27). It 
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makes little sense to say that the mandate to praise the Aeacidae is the “most reliable,” and so it 
is clear that the current use is an extension of the later meaning. 
 
20. ἔµµεν: Boeckh’s emendation of the manuscripts’ Ionic εἶναι to the Doric form is universally 
accepted, with the exception of Bergk (1853), who demurs on the easy emendation, and offers 
αἰεί instead. Braswell (1988, 111-112 n. 34a) offers the definitive explanation: Pindar uses three 
forms of the infinitive ending with athematic verbs: Doric –µεν, Ionic –ναι and Aeolic–µεναι 
(Peter 1866, 56-57, Schwyzer 1.82), all of which appear in epic. Of these, the latter two are much 
more restricted in use. The Ionic ending appears only in γνῶναι, δοῦναι, φανῆναι, and δεικνύναι, 
while the Aeolic ending appears exclusively in ἔµµεναι (Ol. 1.32). In modern texts of Pindar, the 
Doric and Aeolic forms of the infinitive of εἰµί are found (20 and 9 times respectively), with all 
of the Ionic forms having been emended. Braswell (1988, 111-112 n. 34a) explains the rationale 
behind these emendations: ἔµµεν is the dominant form, and Pindar only opts for an alternative 
(Aeolic ἔµµεναι) when the dominant form is metrically inconvenient. Since εἶναι is metrically 
equivalent to ἔµµεν (but with the added obstacle of requiring a following consonant to avoid 
hiatus) it is redundant.  
 Meter: Even though ἔµµεν is followed by τάνδ’ in the next line, meaning that the final 
syllable is not a diagnostic brevis in longo, it is best to assume a period-break after e2. There is 
verb-signposting: ἔµµεν and ἐπιστείχοντα in the following line, as well as ἀγαπᾶται (70=e2) in 
the third triad. Moreover, while there is not a break in sense, there is a logical segmentation of 
the sentence at the end of 20—the accusative/infinitive indirect statement is syntactically 
complete with the final word of 20. Finally, the end of line 70 (=ep. 3, e2), does demonstrate a 
marked sense-break. That there is no corresponding sense-break at the end of 45 (=e2) does not 
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undermine the case for the period-break; the first three lines of the second triad exhibit the sort of 
elaborate word-order that is often found running over period-breaks (see 16-18). 
 
21. τάνδ’…νᾶσον: “this island here.” In Pindar, demonstrative pronouns and adjectives, 
especially when they are applied to the homeland of the laudandus (Ol. 5.14, 7.30, 8.25, 13.27, 
Pyth. 9.52, 9.91, Nem. 3.68, 6.46, 7.83, Isth. 5.22, 6.65), to the laudandus or to his komos (Ol. 
4.9, 8.10, 9.110, 14.16, Pyth. 5.22, Nem. 2.3, Isth. 1.34, 4.70), or to the epinician song itself 
(Pyth. 2.3, 2.67, Nem. 3.76, 4.15, Isth. 2.45, 4.21), are understood as deictic references to the 
immediate, original performative context (Bundy 1962, 23 n.53). This use of the deictic τάνδε 
likely points to Aegina as the physical performance context. Thummer, citing the topical 
character of the Ankunftsmotiv, and following the scholiast, sees the demonstrative adjective not 
as a literal but as a metaphorical expression of “when I come to this subject of remembrance [the 
Aeacid homeland]” (εἰς µνήµην εἰσερχοµένῳ). But τάνδ’ ἐπιστείχοντα νᾶσον is a participial 
clause stating why the poet is bound to praise the Aeacids, and it is redundant to state that the 
reason he must praise the Aeacids is that he has arrived at the subject of Aeacid praise. Moreover, 
it should be mentioned that the chreos-motif is stated in terms of civic obligation, τέθµιον (20), 
and it is best to understand that the obligation to praise the local heroes is laid on the poet 
because he has physically come to the homeland and people of these heroes and they are his 
immediate audience.  
 As studies of deixis have more and more incorporated a pragmatic perspective, they have 
focused on the productive distinction between demonstratio ad oculos, that is, a deictic word that 
is indexed to a real-world object, and Deixis am Phantasma, one that is indexed to an imagined 
object constructed or presented in a text. References to the performance context—its location, 
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participants, and time—are often sought in these demonstrationes ad oculos, as is the case here 
with τάνδε...νᾶσον. But since it is the task of the epinician poet to make the argument for the 
praiseworthiness of the laudandus, and to make this argument to as many people as possible in 
an effort to ensure his lasting kleos, the poet is presumably targeting an audience beyond the 
participants in the symposium at which the ode was first performed. It should be assumed then, 
that deictics are designed from the outset to be cogent at every performance of the text, even to 
those people not present at the first performance. What should be accounted for then, is a shift in 
deictics from demonstratio ad oculos to Deixis am Phantasma. At the first performance of 
Isthmian 6, τάνδε νᾶσον, and later τάνδε πόλιν (65), would have cued the audience to look 
around and reflect on their presence in their homeland. But subsequent performances and 
readings of the text outside of Aegina would not have the same effect. But that is not to say that 
they have no effect. Instead, as Nancy Felson (1999) has shown, the use of deictics like ὅδε that 
point to a here and now that is not actually here and now, have the effect of psychologically 
transporting the addressee to a place, here specifically to the victor’s homeland. The same deictic, 
then, that may once have been used to point to the actual place, is used in later performances to 
construct the victor’s homeland in the imagination. The bibliography on deixis in Greek poetry is 
extensive. Bühler (1990) lays out much of the theoretical framework and terminology. Rösler 
(1983, 1985) and Danielewicz (1990) have early articles that look at deictics in Greek lyric 
poetry through the lens of pragmatics. E. Bakker (1993, 1997a, 1997b, 1999, and now 2010, 
especially 152-161) has done a great deal of work on deictics in Greek language and literature. 
Felson’s work (1999, 2004a and 2004b) has been some of the most influential, at least in part 
because of the rigorousness of the research. Also worth noting are Athanassaki (2004), Bonifazi 
(2004a and 2004b), Calame (2004, trans. Strauss Clay), and Eckerman (2012, 2013).  
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ἐπιστείχοντα: “stepping foot upon;” a rare, poetic verb that is here equivalent to ἐπιβαίνω used 
with the accusative.  The circumstantial force is causal, and it denotes the reason why the 
injunction to praise the Aeacids has been laid on Pindar. The complex form is found only here in 
Pindar, but also at Aesch. Eum. 906 (of the wind), Eur. fr. 816.7 (of the sun), and in all three 
instances, ἐπιστείχω describes the movement of crossing from one region or place to another.  
Any word of movement or arrival would have been appropriate for the Ankunftsmotiv and, in fact, 
general words of movement are much more common in this motif,125 but ἐπιστείχοντα here 
stresses the physicality of walking or marching in order to foreshadow the road-motif of the 
following sentence.  
 Since the agent of the participle is the same as the subject of the main verb and as the 
preceding dative, µοι, this participle could have also taken the nominative or dative case. In fact, 
in B, a later hand records supra lineam the paraphrase ἐπιστείχοντι. But participles, when 
modifying the subject of infinitival indirect discourse frequently take the accusative for clarity 
(Bruhn 1899, 67, who cites Aesch. Ag. 1581, Cho. 398, Prom. 219; S. Aj. 1006, El. 480, 962; Eur. 
Med. 814, 1237).  Cf. as well, Ol. 1.10, where Pindar once again uses the accusative form of the 
participle, when the nominative or dative forms would have been permitted (Gerber ad loc.), and 
Isth. 1.46, for the accusative form preferred to the dative (for which, see Fennell’s comment ad 
loc.). 
 
                                                
125 Thummer’s (2.46-47 n. 34) catalogue of Ankunfts-Gedanken includes ἵκωµαι (Ol. 6.24), 
κατέβαν (Ol. 7.13), ἔβαν (Ol. 13.97, Nem. 6.57, ἔµολον (Ol. 14.17, Isth. 5.21), ἔρχοµαι (Pyth. 
2.4), ἵκεις (Nem. 5.50), and ἅπτοµαι (Nem. 8.14). 
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νᾶσον: The reference to Aegina as an island is appropriate because of the nautical imagery of the 
preceding antistrophe (12-13) and because of the naval expedition that Heracles and Telamon 
undertake against Lampon in the mythological section (ἐν ναυσίν, 30). Nevertheless, the word 
νᾶσον appears more frequently in the Aeginetan odes (Pyth. 8.24; Nem. 3.3, 3.68, 5.15, 6.46; Isth. 
5.44, 8.21; Pae. 6.125) than in the odes to any other city or island. 
 
ῥαινέµεν: an epic/Aeolic infinitive, predicated on the indirect statement τέθµιον ἔµµεν.  
 The metaphor continues the libation imagery of the opening strophe (σπένδειν, 9; see 
Thummer 1968-1969, 2.103 n. 19-21). The same metaphor of sprinkling with praise or song is 
found as well at Pyth. 8.57, and with a different vocabulary, at Ol. 10.97, Pyth. 5.100 (see 
Thummer ad loc.), and Isth. 4.72 (see Fennell ad loc.; his suggestion of Nem. 1.13, σπεῖρε, is not 
particularly pertinent). In all but Ol. 10.97, the sprinklings are offered specifically to a man (or 
men) who has posthumously become a cult figure or patron. The act of sprinkling praises is then 
a metaphorical libation, offered in thanks and reciprocity for the continued patronage of the cult 
figure. In the praise of the Psalychiadae that comes later in the ode Pindar once again uses the 
imagery of pouring or strewing water (ἄρδοντι, 63), but there the image is drawn from 
agriculture. 
  In this context, the present infinitive has immediative force (Rijksbaron 2006, 103-104)—
the poet cannot hold back in praising the Aeacids, even if it means delaying the praise of the 
laudandus and his family until the end of the ode. The same mandate is expressed at Isth. 5.19-
25. 
 For the dialectical form of the infinitive, see note on ἔµµεν (20) above. 
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εὐλογίαις: doubly emphasized—it is the only word that lies outside of the framing hyperbaton 
and it falls both at sentence- and period-end.  
 Pindar’s vocabulary of ‘praise’ is extensive: αἰνέω, αἰνητός, αἶνος, ἐπαινέω, ἔπαινος, ἔπος, 
εὐαγορία, εὐαγορέω, εὐλογία, εὐφαµία, κόµπος, λόγος, ὑµνέω, ὕµνησις, ὑµνητός, ὕµνος. Of 
these, αἶνος, εὐλογία and λόγος (with or without modifiers) are the most general, and there is 
hardly a recognizable difference in meaning between them. Metrical convenience then likely 
determines word choice; εὐλογία in particular uniquely scans as – ⏑ ⏑ – . εὐλογία occurs three 
other times in Pindar’s odes, each coming, just as here, in a gnomic statement: ὑγίεντα δ’ εἴ τις 
ὄλβον ἄρδει, | ἐξαρκέων κτεάτεσσι καὶ εὐλογίαν προστιθείς, µὴ µατεύση̣ θεὸς γενέσθαι, Ol. 
5.23-24; οὐδὲ θερµὸν ὕδωρ τόσον γε µαλθακὰ τεύχει | γυῖα, τόσσον εὐλογία φόρµιγγι συνάορος, 
Nem. 4.4-5; Εἴ τις ἀνδρῶν εὐτυχήσαις ἢ σὺν εὐδόξοις ἀέθλοις | ἢ σθένει πλούτου κατέχει φρασὶν 
αἰανῆ κόρον, | ἄξιος εὐλογίαις ἀστῶν µεµίχθαι, Isth. 3.1-3. In each, εὐλογία refers to praise as a 
reward for accomplishment.  
 The plural form (Isth. 3.3 and here) is used of acts of praise, as opposed to the singular form, 
which denotes praise in the abstract—a distinction that also applies to other words, like ἀρετά 
(see ἀρετάς (11) above). 
 
22-27: Unlike praise for athletic victors, which comprises not only accounts of victory, but other 
lines of argumentation for their praiseworthiness, praise for mythological figures primarily 
amounts to narrating one or more of their deeds. So the poet follows his admission of his duty to 
praise the Aeacids by depicting himself as determining which Aeacid myth he will choose to 
narrate. In lines 22-27, the laudator begins the process of narrowing down his potential subject 
matter by explaining why the choice of myth is not straight-forward: 1. the deeds of the Aeacids 
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are both great and numerous, and 2. everyone is very familiar with these myths. Neither of these 
statements is however made explicitly. The first is encoded in a metaphor of the road as song and 
the second is presented in an a fortiori argument that serves to vaunt the Aeacids. For the road-
motif, see note on lines 22-23; for the a fortiori argument, see note on lines 24-27. 
 
22-23: Road-metaphors are very common in Pindar. In fact, Pindar is the chief innovator of this 
topos (Becker 1937, 54). The various road-metaphors in the epinicia can be grouped into two 
categories: the road as a metaphor for song and as a metaphor for life or deeds. The metaphor of 
the road of life generally takes the form of an injunction to travel “the straight path” or as praise 
for one who has done this. The straight path is analogous to a just life (Ol. 7.46, 90-91; Nem. 
1.25, 2.6-10) or to a life of accomplishment (Pyth. 9.68; Isth. 5.22-25). The path of wisdom or 
justice (Pae. 7b.20, 9.4; Parth. 2.64) is another variant, as is the gnomic statement that different 
men have different paths (i.e. different fates) and that these paths are unpredictable (Ol. 8.13, 
9.100-107; Pyth. 3.103-104). The current passage is an important example of the complementary 
metaphor, the road of song. In this metaphor, travelling down a road is analogous to poetic 
composition or performance. The metaphor of the road of song is closely aligned with the 
metaphor of the road of life—past accomplishments have laid the road for praise in the present 
(Steiner 1986, 79-80). The alignment of the two types of road-metaphors is evident in Isth. 6.22-
23—through their deeds the Aeacids have cut (τέτµανθ’) the road along which Pindar’s 
encomiastic songs will travel.  
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 Pindar shows a strong tendency for using the metaphor of the road of song to depict 
himself in the act of extemporaneous composition and performance.126 Specifically, he uses this 
metaphor at transitional moments, when he is deciding how to proceed with the 
Gedankengang.127 In the road-metaphor at lines 22-23, Pindar begins the process of introducing 
his mythological exemplum by presenting himself as narrowing down the possible topics of 
Aeacid praise to a single appropriate example. An especially close parallel to Isth. 6.22-23 is 
found at Isth. 4.1-5: 
Ἔστι µοι θεῶν ἕκατι  
  µυρία παντᾷ κέλευθος, 
ὦ Μέλισσ’, εὐµαχανίαν γὰρ ἔφανας Ἰσθµίοις, 
ὑµετέρας ἀρετὰς ὕµνῳ διώκειν· 
αἷσι Κλεωνυµίδαι θάλλοντες αἰεί 
σὺν θεῷ θνατὸν διέρχον- 
  ται βιότου τέλος.  
 
This passage of praise for the family of the victor Melissus has, beyond the road of song 
metaphor more generally, a number of specific resonances with Isth. 6.22-23. With the present 
tense verb, ἔστι, the poet depicts himself as extemporaneously composing the poem. The number 
of roads (µυρία) and their various directions (παντᾷ) speak to the praiseworthiness of the family. 
Pindar emphasizes his role with the pronoun µοι (cf. µοι, Isth. 6.20), and he addresses the 
laudandus directly with ἔφανας and ὑµετέρας ἀρετάς (cf. ὔµµε τ’, ὦ χρυσάρµατοι Αἰακίδαι, Isth. 
6.19). Pindar then goes on to vaunt the accomplishments of the laudandus and his family, the 
                                                
126 Steiner 1986, 84-85; Lefkowitz (1991, 27) points out that the precedent for the road of song 
motif is ancient—“at least one epic word for song means road (οἶµος), and the bards spoke of 
διελθεῖν, ‘going through’, a story.” 
127 Because of its frequent use in transitions, there is a strong tendency for the road of song 
metaphor to begin with asyndeton—Ol. 6.21, 9.47, Pyth. 4.247, 11.38-39, Nem. 6.45, 7.50. The 
two exceptions are Isth. 4.1—the only instance of a road metaphor beginning an ode—and Isth. 
6.22.  
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Cleonymids, in summary terms:128 the Cleonymids have historically been honored at Thebes for 
their proxenia and moderation (τοὶ µὲν ὦν Θήβαισι τιµάεντες ἀρχᾶθεν λέγονται | πρόξενοί τ’ 
ἀµφικτιόνων κελαδεννᾶς τ’ ὀρφανοί | ὕβριος, 7-9), and by their deeds they have come to the 
pillars of Heracles (στάλαισιν ἅπτονθ’ Ἡρακλείαις, 12). This brief passage of praise for the 
Cleonymids is effectively a literal restatement of the road metaphor that opened the ode (µυρία 
παντᾷ κέλευθος, 2). This summary praise also, in turn, leads next to the fuller and more specific 
praise of the laudandus and his clan in lines 14-51. Isth. 6 demonstrates the same pattern of 
praise first being phrased metaphorically and then restated in literal terms, and of beginning with 
general or summary accounts before moving on to accounts of specific deeds. After the road-
metaphor at Isth. 6.22-23, and the subsequent acknowledgment that everyone is familiar with 
Aeacid mythology (24-27), Pindar embarks on a summary treatment of Telamon’s 
accomplishments—he participated in the first sack of Troy and he helped Heracles to slay the 
Meropes and Alcyoneus. The summary account is followed by the more detailed myth of 
Heracles’ prophecy of Ajax’s greatness.  
 Leslie Kurke (1991, 15-61) subsumes the various road metaphors outlined by Becker into 
a more unified group of nostos metaphors. She sees a trend in Pindar’s imagery in which the 
various metaphorical roads at first lead away from the victor’s oikos but are followed, sooner or 
later, by references to returning home (Kurke 1991, 23-25). In her reading of Isth. 6 (Kurke 
1991, 54-57), she argues that this nostos-motif frames much of the ode. According to her, Pindar 
                                                
128 Between the road-motif and the following summary praise for the laudandus, there is a 
gnomic statement that different men have different destinies. This gnome is especially 
complementary to the road-motif, and the same sequence is also found at Pyth. 3.103-105 (εἰ δὲ 
νόῳ τις ἔχει θνατῶν ἀλαθείας ὁδόν, χρὴ πρὸς µακάρων | τυγχάνοντ’ εὐ πασχέµεν. ἄλλοτε δ’ 
ἀλλοῖαι πνοαί | ὑψιπετᾶν ἀνέµων). In fact, at Ol. 8.12-14, the road-motif is used to express the 
same gnomic idea (ἄλλα δ’ ἐπ’ ἄλλον ἔβαν | ἀγαθῶν, πολλαὶ δ’ ὁδοί | σὺν θεοῖς εὐπραγίας).  
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introduces the nostos-motif with the ship of deeds metaphor in lines 12-13 (ἐσχατιαῖς ἤδη πρὸς 
ὄλβου | βάλλετ’ ἄγκυραν θεότιµος ἐών). The reference to the return trip comes in the explicit 
praise of the Psalychiads in the final triad, where Pindar states that they have brought back a 
portion of songs as their reward for accomplishment (ἀνὰ δ’ ἄγαγον ἐς φάος οἵαν µοῖραν ὕµνων, 
62). Finally, she argues that with the verb ἀνάγω, Pindar completes the nostos-motif that began 
with the image of departure at lines 12-13. Kurke is correct about the conspicuousness of road 
metaphors in Isth. 6—especially at 10-13, 22-27 and 56-58—but it is hard to detect the more 
complex nostos-motif. The presence of this motif rests on a somewhat strained interpretation of 
the verb ἀνάγω, the only word in the ode that could potentially refer to the return trip. For Kurke, 
ἀνάγω here should mean “to bring back,” rather than “to arouse,” as Slater defines it. Indeed, in 
compounds, ἀνά, as the Greek equivalent of Latin re-, can have the sense of “back” or “again,” 
but in the context of ἐς φάος, the complex form should be interpreted as “to bring up.” Since 
ἀνάγω is the only word in the ode that could complete the nostos-motif, it is difficult to make out 
the presence of this motif in Isth.6. 
 The fullest treatment of road metaphors is still Becker (1937, esp. 58-100). More 
recently, Messimeri (2001) has treated “Wege-Bilder,” but her interest is in early philosophy, 
and she does not address the road of song. Steiner (1986, 76-86) discusses various permutations 
of road metaphors in Pindar, especially the interplay between road of song and the road of life.  
 
22. µυρίαι…κέλευθοι: Another case of framing hyperbaton (see note on κλυταῖς...ἐφέτµαῖς, 16-
18). Here the hyperbaton contains and stresses the ideas most central to the road metaphor—that 
the deeds of the Aeacids were noble (ἔργων καλῶν), strenuous (τέτµανθ’), superlative 
(ἑκατόµπεδοι), and continuous (ἐν σχερῷ). 
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µυρίαι: µυρίος is part of Pindar’s vocabulary of praise, and is found modifying ἀρετά at Nem. 
3.42 and 10.3, as well as κέλευθος (Isth. 4.1), once again in a road of song metaphor. µ]υρίαν has 
been conjectured at Pae. 6.118, based on the scholiast’s note (Σ Nem. 7.94a, 3.128-129) and 
Richard Janko (1991) has suggested emending ὁδὸν κυρίαν (Nem. 7.51) to ὁδὸν µυρίαν, based 
on the model of Isth. 4.1 and 6.22. 
 
δ’: The road of song metaphors at Ol. 6.21-27, 9.47, Pyth. 4.247-249, 11.38-39, Nem. 6.45-54, 
and 7.50-52 begin with asyndeton. The remaining example from the epinicia, Isth. 4.1-6, begins 
the ode, and so is not an exception. The main reason for the asyndeton is the frequent use of road 
metaphors in transitional passages like introductions and break-offs. Modern translators (Bowra, 
Lattimore, Thummer, Race, Burnett, Verity), perhaps influenced by the expectation of asyndeton 
in road-motives, all render this sentence as if it also stands in asyndeton. But this passage is an 
outlier, and it is better to construe δέ as adversative, and so as introducing a caveat to the 
mandate to praise the Aeacids that he acknowledges in lines 19-21.  
 τε...δέ (19-22) is not a common sequence of particles, but its use can be clarified when it 
is considered alongside the more common, additive particle sequences τε...τε and τε...καί. Since 
τε...δέ can be metrically equivalent, depending on the context, to τε...τε or τε...καί, its use must 
be motivated by the adversative force that is unique to δέ. Slater (s.v. τε C) identifies four 
instances of τε...δέ, of which Pyth. 4.80-82, 11.29-30 and fr. 155.1 are most comparable. He 
misses, however, the current example. It is possible, extrapolating from Denniston’s (1978, 513) 
brief consideration, that τε...δέ feints towards extemporaneity, as if the poet begins at line 22 
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with the expectation of immediately launching into the mythological exemplum, but realizes that 
he must determine which myth to tell before he can go about telling it.  
 
ἔργων καλῶν: A common phrase equivalent to ἀρεταί (in the plural); cf. Ol. 2.97-98 (καλοῖς | 
ἔργοις); Pyth. 7.19 (τὰ καλὰ ἔργα); Nem. 6.30 (τὰ καλά σφιν ἔργ’), 7.14 (ἐργοῖς δὲ καλοῖς); Isth. 
4.42 (ἐργµάτων ἀκτὶς καλῶν).  
 
22. καλῶν: Turyn and Snell-Maehler both recognize the cut after the initial E metron (µυρίαι δ’ 
ἔργων καλῶν | τέτµανθ’) at every iteration of e4. Even though the diagnostic criteria of hiatus or 
brevis in longo are absent, it is nonetheless tempting to mark a period-break at this point in the 
line. In the second and third epodes, a strong sense-break coincides with this cut. The exception 
comes here in the first epode, where the first and last words of line 22 are in agreement and so 
span the cut. This is similar to the framing hyperbaton that reaches over the period-break in lines 
17-18 and 33-34 (=s8-s9); elsewhere period- and sense-breaks coincide at the end of s8. There is 
also verb-signposting of a period-break in e4 in the first and third triads (τέτµανθ’, 22; φαίης, 
72). Itsumi (2009, 411) defends a similar period-break at Ol. 3.s4. 
 
τέτµανθ’: Fennell (ad loc.) correctly explains the choice of verb, “Much of ancient Greek road-
making consisted of cutting rock.” The use of the vivid verb τέµνω, rather than the more neutral 
ποιέω or its synonyms, to describe the creation of these metaphorical roads emphasizes the 
strenuousness of this activity, and by implication, the greatness of the accomplishment—the 
deeds of the Aeacidae are great because they were difficult. Moreover, cut roads are more 
enduring than paths formed simply by constant traffic; the strenuousness of the building project 
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is the reason for the permanence of the road, just as the greatness of the accomplishments of the 
Aeacidae are the reason that songs that praise them endure. Pindar uses the perfect tense of the 
verb to emphasize that the road of praise has lasted to the present.  
Both manuscripts record the Ionicized form τέτµηνθ’, and the emendation to the Doric 
form was correctly made by Schroeder. Based on occurrences of the –τµη- root in some choral 
passages in tragedy (A Cho. 347; S. El. 863), Forssman (1966, 158-160 and 160 n. 3) accepts the 
manuscript reading. But the Doric of choral passages in tragedy is, as Colvin (2008, 46) 
describes it, “particularly feeble, and comprises little more than the occasional ᾱ for η (as well as 
a number of epic features).” As such it is poor comparanda for Doric forms in lyric poetry. For a 
refutation of the color epicus, which underpins Forssman’s work, and the practice of emending 
Ionic forms, see the introductory section on Pindar’s Dialect. On the elision of final ­αι in 
Pindar, see Peter 1866, 28. 
 
ἑκατόµπεδοι: lit. “one hundred feet wide.” Pre-Roman roads, even important or well-travelled 
ones, tended to be quite narrow (Lolos 2003, 140 and n. 9), so a road of any considerable breadth 
would have been rather impressive. But the number one hundred is often not to be taken literally; 
it is a word of exaggeration (like µυρίαι, 22) representing not a strict quantity but anything 
impressively numerous or large (LSJ s.v. ἑκατόν). ἑκατόµπολις, used as an epithet of Crete at Il. 
2.649, is another clear example of the exaggerative force of ἑκατό- adjectives. See Thummer (ad 
loc) and Wilamowitz 182 n. 3. 
Meter: The final syllable is an example of correption being permitted in the short 
positions of the D foot.  
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22. ἐν σχερῷ κέλευθοι: The short first syllable of σχερῷ establishes that the linking syllable that 
falls in the sixteenth position of e4 is permitted to appear as short later in the ode, as it does at 
line 47 (περιπλανᾶται, ⏑ – ⏑ – –). In line 72, the corresponding linking syllable is long 
(ἀεθληταῖσιν ἔµµεν). The assumed period break at the end of e4 coincides here with a sense-
pause (κέλευθοι ||* καὶ πέραν). For further support for the assumption of a period-break here, see 
notes on περιπλανᾶται (47) and ἔµµεν (72). 
 
ἐν σχερῷ: “in a row;” that is, one road picks up where the last one let off. The word order leads 
Thummer to interpret ἐν σχερῷ as modifying ἑκατόµπεδοι specifically—continuously 100 feet 
wide. But Farnell correctly interprets ἐν σχερῷ as applying to µυρίαι, rather than to ἑκατόµπεδοι; 
the continuity of the roads, rather than the consistency of their width, is the point. The roads are 
continuous because the greatness of the deeds of Aeacids was uninterrupted. 
 σχερός is a rare word and it is found only here and at Nem. 1.69 and 11.39 before the 
Hellenistic period. Later, and probably under the influence of ἐπισχερώ (Il. 11.668, 18.68, 
23.125), ἐν σχερῷ becomes a single word, ἐνσχερώ (Antimachus fr. 20.5 and A. R. 1.912). 
Influenced by the Hellenistic model, Mommsen unnecessarily emends the text here to ἐνσχερώ.  
 
κέλευθοι: The metaphorical use of κέλευθος predominates both in Pindar and in other authors of 
the archaic and classical periods (Schmidt 1884, 630-632), but the literal meaning is still found 
in Pindar (Ol. 7.52; Pyth. 4.195, 5.88). A κέλευθος is roughly equivalent to ὁδός, which denotes 
a public road of some significance. Becker (1938, 7-14) connects κέλευθος to other words based 
on the κελ- root, and argues that they all have a prototypical idea of “driving” (treiben). This 
etymology continues to be influential, and is also assumed by Messimeri (2001, 21-35), but it 
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cannot account for the problematic θ of the stem κέλευθ-. Accordingly, the actual etymology of 
κέλευθος should be considered indeterminate (Beekes s.v.). See also Schmidt 1886, 629-638.  
 As opposed to an ἀτραπός, τρίβος, στίβος, or πάτος—paths that form over time, as foot-
traffic naturally levels and clears the ground—a κέλευθος is a built feature (Lolos 2003, 149-
153). Even an important road might not be physically impressive—its importance is determined 
by what is connects, rather than its own physical properties. Moreover, pre-Roman roads were 
more often than not designed for pedestrian travel, rather than for vehicles (Quilici 2008, 553). It 
is emphatic then that these roads are built—in addition to the vivid verb τέτµανθ’, the word 
κέλευθος shows that the roads of song carved out by Aeacid accomplishments are lasting, far-
reaching, and significant.  
 
23. καὶ πέραν Νείλοιο παγᾶν καὶ δι’ Ὑπερβορέους: The source of the Nile and the land of the 
Hyperboreans are both symbols of the furthest reaches of the earth. At Isth. 2.41-42, the banks of 
the Nile and the Phasis are likewise given as an equivalent pair of boundaries. For other uses of 
the Nile as an emblem for the end of the world, see Bacch. 9.41 and E. Andr. 650 (see Verdenius 
1987, 2.144 n. 42). Donaldson—and Fennell somewhat more hesitantly—sees Pindar’s choice of 
the Nile and the land of the Hyperboreans, instead of Phasis and the Pillars of Heracles, as 
determined by the relevance of these particular places for the Aeacids. According to Donaldson, 
Aeacid fame extended to Egypt because Achilles killed Memnon at Troy (Nem. 3.56-64) and to 
the Hyperboreans because, he assumes, Telamon joined Heracles on the journey to the North that 
is recounted in Ol. 3. But Achilles is absent from this ode, as is Telamon from accounts of 
Heracles’ mission to the Hyperboreans. Moreover, since Heracles and Telamon were Argonauts 
(Theoc. 13.37; A.R. 1.93; Apollod. 3.158-161), Phasis would be a more appropriate symbol for 
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the furthest reaches of the earth than either the Hyperboreans or the Nile. Ultimately, it is 
probably correct to reject Donaldson’s argument for mythological relevance (see Bury ad loc.). 
See also Thummer’s note at Isth. 2.41f. 
 
23. Νείλοιο: The Nile is mentioned four times in Pindar (Pyth. 4.56, Isth. 2.42, fr. 201.2, and 
here) and another three in Bacchylides (9.41, 19.40, fr. 7.2). It is clear that the source of the Nile 
can be used as a symbol for the furthest reaches of the earth, but actual comparanda are sparse. 
Bacch. 9.40-41 provides the only other example of this trope in early literature outside of Pindar: 
τοῦ κ[λέος π]ᾶσαν χθόνα | ἦλθε[ν καὶ] ἐπ’ ἔσχατα Νείλου (Campbell). Even Aeschylus, who 
mentions the Nile some twenty times in surviving tragedies and fragments, does not make use of 
the Nile as a symbol as much as a setting for mythological narrative. But both Pindar here and 
Bacchylides, at 9.40-41, use the Nile symbolically without any further elaboration, and their 
confidence that the symbol would be meaningful shows that Greeks closely associated the 
springs of the Nile with the furthest reaches of the world. For the source of the Nile and the 
difficulty in reaching it, see Hdt. 2.28-29. 
 Pindar uses the genitive endings –oυ and the common Homeric form –οιο, with a slight 
preference for the former. See Peter 1866, 34-35. 
   
23. παγᾶν: Manuscript D has the non-Doric spelling, παγῶν.   
 
23. δι’ Ὑπερβορέους: As with the Pillars of Heracles and the source of the Nile, it is beyond the 
ability of mortals to visit the land of the Hyperboreans and only heroes like Heracles (Ol. 3) and 
Perseus (Pyth. 10.27-30) are able to make the journey. Like the Ethiopians, to whom πέραν 
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Νεῖλοιο παγᾶν perhaps alludes (Bury ad loc.), the Hyperboreans are a people that inhabit the 
space at the end of the world. The clearest expression of the unattainability of the land of the 
Hyperboreans comes at Pyth. 10.27-30, where Pindar transitions into a mythological exemplum 
of the hero Perseus visiting the Hyperboreans with a ne plus quam ultra motif. 
Meter: The strong sense-breaks at the end of every iteration of e5 are sufficient for 
assuming a period-break at the end of this line. As with the conjectured period breaks at e1-e3, 
verb-signposting further corroborates the period-break—δι’ Ὑπερβορέους· || οὐδ’ ἔστιν (23-24); 
κτεῖνά ποτ’ ἐν Νεµέᾳ || θυµὸς δ’ ἑπέσθω (48-49); ἀκόναν. || πίσω (73-74).  
 
24-27: Pindar begins the process of selecting a mythological exemplum by acknowledging that 
every civilized person is familiar with the Aeacid myths. Regardless of whether originality in the 
ode’s mythological material was demanded of him as part of his commission, Pindar is 
characteristically insistent on the poikilia and novelty of his poetry. But because of their 
popularity, presenting Aeacid myths in a novel way is a challenge. Pindar acknowledges this 
difficulty implicitly, through an a fortiori argument—if foreign cities still hear of Aeacid κλέος, 
then there is no one in the Greek world who is not very familiar with their deeds. This is 
rhetorical posturing—the laudator has a myth in mind, but this a fortiori argument is a way to 
segue into the mythological exemplum while making yet another argument for Aeacid 
praiseworthiness, specifically that their deeds are so great that they are famous even among non-
Greeks.  
 Pindar presents the names of three of the Aeacids in quick succession: Peleus, Ajax, and 
Telamon. Each is analogous to a member of Lampon’s family: respectively, the uncle 
Euthymenes, the son Phylacidas, and at last Lampon himself. The mythological figures are 
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presented immediately before the poet transitions into the myth in line 27, and their real-life 
analogues will be mentioned immediately at its close in lines 57-58. But besides paving the way 
for the explicit praise that closes out the mythological exemplum, and the entire ode, this 
sequence of three names serves to narrow down the subject matter of the myth. Peleus is relevant 
as an Aeacid, but he will have no part in the myth. Even Ajax will not be present as a character. 
But Telamon, in whose home the myth is set, and whose xenos-relationship with Heracles is 
featured so prominently, is the figure of primary importance. For this reason Telamon is the last 
Aeacid mentioned in the sequence.  
 
24. οὕτω: of the nine occurrences in Pindar, only here is οὕτω[ς] used in conjunction with a 
result clause.   
 
24. βάρβαρος: The only occurrence in all of Pindar. Because it is paired with the adjective 
παλίγγλωσσος, Slater offers the definition, “of barbarian speech.” This definition preserves the 
etymological meaning of βάβαρος (Beekes s.v.). But here βάρβαρος likely means “foreign” or 
“non-Greek” more generally. The point is that this notional city is culturally distinct from Greece, 
and so it would be improbable that its people would be aware of Aeacid myths. 
 
24. παλίγγλωσσος: Before the imperial period, this word is found only in Pindar and its meaning 
is unclear. There are two other occurrences in Pindar. At Nem. 1.58-59 (παλίγγλωσσον δέ οἱ 
ἀθάνατοι | ἀγγέλων ῥῆσιν θέσαν) it is applied to a message (ῥῆσιν), and judging from the context 
it denotes that that message (ῥῆσιν) is untrue. This denotation conforms to the meaning of the 
prefix παλίν-, which always means that a verbal action is repeated, redone, or cancelled (see 
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Beekes s.v. πάλιν; cf. ἀναπαλεύω). It also occurs in Parth. 2.63 in the difficult phrase ἐχθρὰν 
ἔριν οὐ παλίγγλωσσον, which Race translates as “hateful and unrelenting strife.” But the sense of 
the word there is uncertain, as Slater (s.v.) notes, and the insecure context, the puzzling 
application of a –γλωσσος adjective to ἔρις, and the near total lack of comparanda make that 
instance of παλίγγλωσσσος untranslatable. Slater does however define the current use, “perverse 
in tongue.” Slater’s rendering is representative of the general trend in translating this passage, but 
it is problematic; a review of compounds of παλιν- shows that this root never has an intrinsic 
pejorative denotation, and it is not equivalent to δυσ-.129 Yet, under the influence of the parallel 
adjective βάβαρος, many translations (Bowra, Burnett 2005 and 2009, Privitera, Verity, and LSJ) 
render παλίγγλωσσος as if it means “crude speech.” Kirkwood (ad loc.), following Slater, 
translates it as “backward or perverse in tongue,” and interprets this as meaning “lacking in 
poetry,” but this is an interpretation of the context, not of the word itself. The translation “of 
backward speech” (Lattimore, Race), while cleverly catching the literal, spatial meaning of 
παλίν-, is not entirely apposite, since the English word “backward,” when applied to language 
and people, is at its core a word of denigration, and this sense is not carried by παλιν-. Thummer 
(sprachunkundige) and Dornseiff (1921a, 47), in his translation (fremdzüngiges), follow the 
scholiast’s (Σ Isth. 6.34, 3.254) gloss, ἀλλόκοτος. But it is very likely that the scholiast has 
simply derived his gloss from βάρβαρος. There are a few options, then, in rendering this word, 
none of them especially convincing.  
 
                                                
129 Julius Pollux, in the Onomasticon, glosses παλίγγλωσσος as δύσφηµος (2.109) and 
κακόφηµος (6.164), but it is possible, if not likely, that these glosses are inferred from this 
passage, and so poor evidence for the meaning of παλίγγλωσσος.  
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24. πόλις: βάρβαρος πόλις is not a problematic or oxymoronic phrase, since, as Hansen (2006, 
37-38) points out, with the exception of Aristotle (Pol. 1327b 20-33), Ancient Greeks did not see 
the πόλις as a uniquely Greek institution. Troy is throughout the Iliad referred to as the πόλιν 
εὐρυάγυιαν | Τρώων, and Hansen (2006, 38 n. 40 = 154 n. 40) notes that in the Persians, 
Aeschylus uses πόλις to refer to the Persian capital (lines 213, 511-512, 715, and 781). See also 
Hansen 1996, 203-205 and 1998, 125-126.  
Meter: The breves in longo here and at 49 (θεός) confirm a period-break at the end of e6. 
 
25. οὐ: The rules of negation for consecutive relative clauses are the same as those for regular 
consecutive clauses—οὐ is used for actual result and µή for natural result (Smyth §2557).  
 
25. Πηλέος: Although Isth. 6 does not feature Peleus in its mythological exemplum, Ajax’s 
uncle is mentioned first in the short catalogue of Aeacids.  The motivation is perhaps intertextual, 
recalling the hero who figured so prominently in the earlier ode to Phylacidas’ brother, Nem. 5.  
But more likely, Peleus is mentioned because he is the brother of Telamon and uncle of Ajax, 
just as Euthymenes, who is celebrated as a victorious athlete at line 58, is the uncle of Phylacidas 
and Pytheas. The Aeacids are a rhetorically useful mythological family because they demonstrate 
that excellence can be inherited and persists through multiple generations. This point is important 
for odes to boy victors, who have not had so many opportunities to demonstrate their own ἀρετά. 
The epinician poet, whose job is to make the argument that the victorious athlete deserves to be 
praised, must find arguments to supplement the one piece of evidence in the young athlete’s 
favor, his athletic victory. That his close relatives are also athletic victors is such an argument. 
But it is more convincing when proof can be offered that excellence is in fact hereditary, and that 
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the success of one’s relatives really can be taken as evidence for the excellence of oneself. This 
is one of the reasons for the prominence of the Aeacids in odes to boy victors, and in this ode in 
particular. Just as the accomplishments first of Aeacus, and then of Peleus and Telamon were 
predictive of the excellence of Ajax, so the accomplishments of Euthymenes and Pytheas are 
predictive of the excellence of Phylacidas.  
 
25. ἀίει: Hermann’s emendation of the manuscripts’ ἀΰει. Bury does not see how ἀίει “would be 
so corrupted,” but his hesitant suggestion of κοέει, based, apparently, only on a similar 
emendation offered by Bergk for Anacreon fr. 4, is much harder to explain than a copyist’s 
confusion of ΑΙΕΙ for ΑΥΕΙ. Thummer rejects Hermann’s emendation, and sees βάρβαρος and 
παλίγγλωσσος as referring to one’s ability to speak, rather than to hear, and so more compatible 
with the original reading ἀύει. Privitera follows Thummer on this point. But two factors argue in 
favor of Hermann’s emendation. First, the scholiast’s (Σ Isth. 6.38, 3.254) gloss, κατακούει, 
indicates that a verb of hearing was originally read here. Second, ἀύω is not a verb of coherent 
speech, but of non-verbal utterances, such as shouts, and it is the volume and violence of the 
sound—indicated by the frequent adverbial modifiers δεινόν and µακρόν—that is its 
characteristic feature (S. OT. 1260).  The only occurrence of ἀύω in Pindar (Pyth. 12.11), for 
example, denotes non-verbal shouting.  
The present tense is used here because the κλέος of the Aeacids lasts to the present, and 
endures through songs such as this one (see τέτµανθ’ above). The indicative mood is chosen 
because it is the preferred mood in result clauses introduced by οὐκ ἔστιν ὅστις (Smyth §2557).  
 
 128 
25. κλέος: the PIE root *ḱleu- (“hear, word”) persisted in several languages. In many of them, it 
underwent semantic broadening to encompass also the concept of “praise” (Beekes s.v.)—
Sanskrit (śrávas), Old Irish (clú), Tocharian A and B ((nom)-klu and (nem)-kälywe), indicating 
either the close compatibility of the two concepts or that *ḱleu- started to shift in the direction of 
“fame” at a very early point. By Pindar’s time, it was still understood that κλέος was based on 
the root meaning “to hear,” and Pindar plays with synesthesia at Ol. 1.23 (λάµπει δέ οἱ κλέος; see 
Gerber ad loc.; Stanford 1936, 47-62). But because of Pindar’s propensity for word-play, and 
because the original meaning of “hear” or “word” does not necessarily inhere in every use of 
κλέος, the presence of this word has no bearing on Hermann’s emendation of the governing verb 
from ἀύει to ἀίει. See note on ἀίει (25) above. 
 
25. ἥρωος: Pindar uses the term ἥρως in a religious and a non-religious sense. The former refers 
to those figures who are worshipped in hero cults and the latter refers to the generation of 
demigods whose deeds are commemorated in epic and mythological narrative. Since 
mythological figures can receive hero cults, the two uses occasionally overlap. Currie (2005, 61) 
points to five occasions of overlap in Pindar: Pyth. 3.7; Nem. 5.7; Isth. 1.17, 5.26, and here. As 
for this use, Peleus was one of the mythological heroes who inhabit the isle of the blessed, and 
this is interpreted as an indication that he was perhaps the subject of cult songs (Currie (2005, 
41-42) who points also to Ol. 2.78).  
 Currie (2005, 60-70) attempts to outline the evolution of the two senses of ἥρως. 
Drawing from the Linear B tablets at Knossos and Pylos, he identifies the ἥρως as the hequetas 
(cogn. ἑπέτης), that is, “high ranking nobles subordinate to the wanax” (Currie 2005, 65). These 
nobles are described in two tablets from Knossos as receiving chariots from the wanax, and so it 
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is surmised that they were a class of landed aristocracy, who served as chariot-owning generals 
for the wanax. As such, they are comparable to the basileis who serve under Agamemnon, for 
instance, in the Iliad. While the word heros is not applied to these men in the Linear B tablets, it 
does occur elsewhere, perhaps as a religious title (Currie 2005, 63-65). Currie conjectures that 
there is a shift of terminology after the Bronze Age, where heros comes to refer both to the 
original religious position, but also to the position of hequetas. At the same time, both wanax and 
heros, referring as they do to positions that did not exist after the widespread collapse of the 
upper echelons of Mycenaean government, fell out of use and were “reserved for archaizing 
contexts” (Currie 2005, 65-66). The religious use, Currie argues, is derived from the similar 
hierarchy of wanax and heros. He shows that wanax is used to refer to deities in religious or 
mythological contexts, but only to the most powerful, Olympian deities. Heros, then, is used to 
refer to lesser gods, and so is roughly equivalent to daimon. While the occurrence of heros in the 
Linear B tablets does not prove that hero cult dates to the Bronze Age, it does show that in the 
hierarchy of deities, heros is used to refer to the same lower echelon divinities that later are the 
basis for hero cults. 
 The etymology of ἥρως is fraught. Frisk points to a possible cognate in servus. 
Chantraine (s.v.) finds this difficult, and suggests that ἥρως is perhaps a loanword. Pötscher 
(1961) connects it to ὥρα and suggests that ἥρως originally referred to men of marriageable age. 
Peters (2002, 365-368) identifies the IE root *ser-, and so a connection to raiding. Adams (1987) 
derives ἥρως from PIE *yeEṛ-, the nominal derivative of the verb *yeE-, “to do,” variants of 
which are found in Tocharian A, Hittite, and Indo-Iranian. Beekes (s.v.), however, consider it 
Pre-Greek. 
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25. εὐδαίµονος: “blessed.” Slater, perhaps showing an Aristotelean influence, defines εὐδαίµων 
as “fortunate” or “happy.” But for Pindar, and other earlier authors, the literal meaning of the 
word is still active. δαίµονες are sources of prosperity (σύν τέ οἱ δαίµων φυτεύει δόξαν 
ἐπήρατον, 13), and to be εὐδαίµων is to be the recipient of divine favor. Like ὄλβος, a concept 
with which εὐδαιµονία is very much tied up, this divine favor is not guaranteed to be lasting (cf. 
Il. 24.534-540). The reason for calling Peleus εὐδαίµων is that because of his self-restraint and 
respect for Zeus (Nem. 5.25-32), Zeus and Poseidon gave him the Nereid Thetis to be his wife, 
and through this marriage he became a kinsman of the gods by marriage (see Thummer ad loc). 
Theognis explicitly connects the concept of εὐδαιµονία to closeness with the gods: εὐδαίµων 
εἴην καὶ θεοῖς φίλος ἀθανάτοισιν (653). It is also possible that εὐδαίµων here also refers to the 
immortality of Peleus (Ol. 2.78). As is the case with Menelaus (Od. 4.569), mortals who marry 
goddesses are granted immortality by virtue of their marriage (Currie 2005, 44 and 44 n. 23). 
The reference to immortality is appropriate for an epinician ode, which seeks to ensure the 
immortality of fame. See also Barrett 1964, 365 n. 1096; de Heer 1969; and Braswell 1988, 376-
377 n. 276c. 
 
25. γαµβροῦ θεῶν: γαµβρός only occurs once more in Pindar, at Nem. 5.37, where it is also 
found in the context of Peleus’ marriage to Thetis. There, however, Poseidon is called the 
kinsman of the nymphs. The current use of γαµβρός is perhaps an allusion to that passage. There 
is still no full-scale study of the rhetoric of intertextuality in Pindar’s epinicia, but it can be 
surmised that the effect of a clear reference to another ode written on behalf of the same victor or 
family is to emphasize the longstanding relationship between that family and the poet. 
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26. Τελαµωνιάδα: Burnett (2005, 82) says, of the absence of the name Τελαµών, “Telamon thus 
begins as a mere patronymic, and he continues as a relative pronoun in an oblique case.” But the 
use of the patronymic does not detract from the stature of Telamon; it serves to emphasize 
father/son relationships as a central theme of the ode. In fact, by having two words, 
Τελαµωνιάδα and πατρός, both refer to Telamon, the emphasis on Telamon is heightened. 
Moreover, the word order is important. In Pindar, the most stress always falls on the last element 
of a sequence, and the sequence of Peleus, Ajax, and Telamon serves to focus on Telamon as the 
figure of particular interest. This order also makes it possible for Telamon to be the clear 
antecedent to the hymnal relative τόν that begins the mythological exemplum in line 27. 
 
27. πατρός: For the vocabulary of age and parentage, see ἀνδρῶν (1), γενεᾶς (2), παίδων (6), and 
ὁ Κλεονίκου παῖς (16). 
 
27-35: After commenting in abstract terms on the praiseworthiness of the Aeacidae, the laudator 
finally comes to the mythological exemplum proper. The exemplum of Isth. 6 is divided 
effectively into two parts. In the first, lines 27-35, the poet summarizes the deeds of Telamon and 
Heracles—they sack Troy, slaughter the Meropes, and kill the giant Alcyoneus (for the 
chronology of their deeds, see note on Φλέγραισιν, 33). The second part, lines 35-56, is the more 
extended mythological account, narrated with considerable attention to visual detail, and it 
concerns Heracles’ arrival at Telamon’s home, and his prayer and prophecy that Telamon will 
have a glorious son. The prayer and prophecy of Heracles are together the primary topic of 
interest, and the first part of the exemplum serves as a springboard for that narrative. 
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Heracles is the central figure of the first part of the mythological exemplum. Pindar 
emphasizes this by making him the sole subject of the main verbs ἄγε (27), εἷλε and πέφνεν (31), 
and φείσατο (33), and by ending both sentences with the subject (Ἀλκµήνας τέκος, 30; 
Ἡρακλέης, 35). Telamon, who is the antecedent of the hymnal relative τόν with which Pindar 
pivots into the myth, remains in the background until the second part of the myth. But his 
eventual importance is signaled by the demonstrative κείνῳ (see note at line 31).  
The first sentence (27-30) recounts Heracles’ marshaling of an army in preparation for 
his war against Laomedon. The imperfect verb ἄγε both marks this action as inceptive and 
anchors the entire ensuing mythological exemplum at this point in time—everything that 
happens from here on out will take this event as its temporal reference point (see note on ἄγε, 
28). The series of nouns (τὸν χαλκοχάρµαν ἐς πόλεµον, 27; ἥρωσι µόχθον) in apposition to 
Τροΐαν (28) give the passage an epic tone, and in the case of ἥρωσι µόχθον, tie this event into the 
ode’s recurring theme of glory being the reward of hard-won victory (see note on ἥρωσι µόχθον, 
28). 
Lines 31-35 are a climactically arranged summary account of three of Heracles’ and 
Telamon’s victories. The first main clause (31), of seven syllables, states the outcome of the 
war—Heracles sacked Troy. The second main clause (31-32), this time of twelve syllables, states 
that together they slaughtered the inhabitants of Cos (for the myth and its sources, see note on 
Μερόπων ἔθνεα, 31-32). The last part is divided between two main clauses (32-33 and 33-35), 
the first of which states the fact that they killed Alcyoneus and offers in passing a description of 
the giant (he is like a mountain) and the circumstances of the battle (Heracles encountered him in 
Phlegra), and the second describes how Heracles killed him (he used his bow). Because the last 
of the three parts occupies three lines and is composed of two main clauses, the second of which 
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gives a negative rephrasing of the first (see note on οὐ φείσατο, 33), it serves as the climax of the 
passage. The climactic force of the last sentence is underlined by the framing hyperbaton (see 
note on σφετέρας...νευρᾶς, 33) and by the delaying of the proper name of the subject, Ἡρακλέης, 
until the last word of the sentence and the emphatic first word of the following strophe. 
This summary passage serves a number of purposes. First, it testifies to the truth of the 
statement, expressed through a road metaphor in lines 22-23, that the deeds of the Aeacids are 
too great, too many and too famous to recount. Second, it continues the process begun in the 
preceding epode, in which the laudator began to pare down the entire corpus of Aeacid myths to 
a single topic of interest that will serve as this ode’s mythological exemplum. The use of 
summary passages as springboards for a single discussion of specific interest is something that 
occurs often in the odes. The most prominent examples are the foils of summary priamels 
(Bundy 1962, 7). The current passage is not precisely a priamel—the summary passage is not set 
up in contrast to what follows, or as inferior to it in some hierarchy of ontology or value—but the 
effect is quite similar—possible topics are introduced, only to be rejected in favor of what 
follows.130 The second part of the myth even begins with the adversative particle, ἀλλά (35), so 
commonly found introducing the topic of primary interest in priamels. 
 
27. τόν: The antecedent is πατρός. The use of the relative pronoun to introduce an ode’s 
mythological exemplum is well established. Bundy (1962, 8 n. 27) notes that this convention is 
derived from the genre of hymns, which include accounts of the god’s powers or roles or 
narratives about their deeds introduced in relative clauses. This is the so-called “Relativstil,” or 
                                                
130 The three stories mentioned in the summary together represent also a class of myth—
mythological battle narratives—and this class of myth is also rejected in favor of a contrasting 
mythological scene—one set in the civic environment of a symposium. 
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“hymnal relative” (Race 1990, 109) that by Des Places’ (1977, 48-50) count occurs 44 times in 
the Pindaric corpus.  
 
χαλκοχάρµαν: “fought in bronze armor;” modifying πόλεµον. Thummer notes that this epithet 
could be construed with τόν, but correctly dismisses that interpretation. This epithet is used of 
the Trojans in an active sense, “fighting in bronze armor,” at Pyth. 5.82 (χαλκοχάρµαι ξένοι 
Τρῶες Ἀντανορίδαι). Other translators, as well as Slater (s.v.), suggest variations on “delighting 
in bronze.” But the χαρ̣µ- root is problematic. The noun χάρµη is given two separate entries in 
LSJ, but in fact, it is a single noun, derived from χαίρω. Originally, χάρµη seems to have denoted 
“joy,” but then was extended to “the exhilaration of battle,” and even further to “battle” itself. 
This would seem to suggest that –χάρµης compounds have a default meaning of “joy in.” But in 
fact, in epithets like µενεχάρµης and ἱππιοχάρµης that we find in Homer, -χάρµης seems to 
denote “battle” uniformly (Beekes s.v. χαίρω). Pindar is of course not bound to follow Homeric 
precedent, and “delighting in bronze” is more vivid and poetically attractive, but since 
χαλκοχάρµαν modifies πόλεµον, a word that is not prone to take epithets, rather than an 
anthropomorphic entity like Ἄρη, the conservative translation, “fought in bronze armor,” is 
probably best. 
 
πόλεµον: The brevis in longo here is the only formal criterion on which the period-break at the 
end of s2 is based. Generally, without confirmation from a corresponding hiatus or a second 
brevis in longo, this identification would not be totally secure; -ον falling in the final position of 
d1 shows metrical lengthening elsewhere in Pindar (Braswell 1988, 268 n. 184d). But verb-
signposting at lines 3 (κίρναµεν) and 28 (ἆγε) supports the period-break. 
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28. ἆγε: Heracles is at the outset positioned as the leader and most prominent member of the 
expedition. He will fill this role later in the exemplum, where he is the primary agent and 
speaker. While it is true that his name is not given until line 35, σὺν Τιρυνθίοισιν makes it clear 
early on that Heracles is the subject; with the exception of Heracles, only Heracles’ son 
Tlapolemus is mentioned as a Tirynthian leader in the odes (Τλαπολέµῳ | Τιρυνθίων ἀρχαγέτα, 
Ol. 7.78).  
Hummel (1993, §298) explains that ἆγε takes the imperfect tense here because it is a verb 
of displacement. This is sensible; because of the durative aspect of the imperfect, it is natural for 
verbs that have intrinsic movement to take this tense.131 But the semantic value of the stem of 
ἆγε is an insufficient explanation for the use of the imperfect; the aorist form of ἄγω, when it 
means “to bring” or “to lead,” is also found in the odes (Ol. 1.46, 7. 49, Pyth. 4.56, 4.227, 9.75). 
A more productive consideration is the narrative function of the imperfect and aorist when they 
are used in concert. Ol. 6.39-49 provides a concise illustration: 
ἁ δὲ φοινικόκροκον ζώναν καταθηκαµένα 
κάλπιδά τ’ ἀργυρέαν λόχµας ὑπὸ κυανέας 
τίκτε θεόφρονα κοῦρον. τᾷ µὲν ὁ χρυσοκόµας  
πραΰµητίν τ’ Ἐλείθυιαν παρέστασέν τε Μοίρας· 
 
ἦλθεν δ’ ὑπὸ σπλάγχνων ὑπ’ ὠ- 
 δῖνός τ’ ἐρατᾶς Ἴαµος 
                                                
131 Hummel’s explanation reflects a concentration on the aspectual value the imperfect, rather 
than on its tense value. Van den Berge (2007, 29-30) has observed that the interest in the aspect 
of the imperfect is rooted in the traditional understanding of Greek tenses, which has tended to 
stress their aspectual value and even reject tense value altogether (see Schwyzer 2.253-254, 
Fränkel 1955, 11, and Wackernagel 2009, 195-196). His discussion of the ambiguous chronology 
of the Perseus myth of Pyth. 10.29-49 leads Van den Berge (2007, 34) himself to disregard this 
view of Greek tenses, on the understanding that the obscurity of the chronology is not a 
consequence of some lack of specificity inherent in the Ancient Greek language, but of Pindar’s 
design. Rijksbaron (2006, 2) also argues against the idea that Greek tense stems do not express 
temporality. 
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ἐς φάος αὐτίκα. τὸν µὲν κνιζοµένα 
λεῖπε χαµαί· δύο δὲ γλαυκῶπες αὐτόν  
δαιµόνων βουλαῖσιν ἐθρέ- 
ψαντο δράκοντες ἀµεµφεῖ 
ἰῷ µελισσᾶν καδόµενοι. βασιλεὺς δ’ ἐπεί 
πετραέσσας ἐλαύνων ἵκετ’ ἐκ Πυ- 
 θῶνος, ἅπαντας ἐν οἴκῳ 
εἴρετο παῖδα, τὸν Εὐάδνα τέκοι·  
 
One of the functions of the imperfect, as outlined by Rijksbaron, is to establish the temporal 
frame for subsequent states of affairs that are themselves put in the aorist.132 Here the imperfect 
verb τίκτε (41) is inchoative133—Euadne has not yet given birth—and it is at this time that 
Apollo sends Eleithuia and the Fates to assist her (41-42). A second aorist state of affairs, ἦλθεν 
(43), is framed by the imperfect τίκτε and serves to mark the culmination of this temporal 
frame134—Iamus is born. With the preceding imperfect frame closed off by ἦλθον, λεῖπε (45), 
                                                
132 Rijksbaron 2006, 11: “Often one or more states of affairs expressed in the aorist indicative are 
located within a framework given by the imperfect...” The interplay between imperfect and 
aorist, where the latter takes its temporal value from the former, is a matter of discourse 
cohesion. This linguistic concept, first formulated by Halliday and Hasan (1976), addresses a 
problem of special interest to Pindaric studies. Interpretation at the level of the sentence is 
reliable because of syntax, which establishes the relationships between constituent parts of a 
sentence. But the level of the sentence is the limit of syntax, and the interpretation of whole 
sentences relative to each other relies on particles, deictic pronouns and demonstratives, 
repetition of words, etc. Lexical and grammatical items that clarify the relationships between 
sentences have the function of discourse cohesion. Since the imperfect tense conventionally 
frames and leads to other tenses, it can also create discourse cohesion. In fact, Rijksbaron (2006, 
13) has observed that the imperfect tense is “the tense par excellence for creating discourse 
cohesion.” As a recent collection edited by Bakker and Wakker (2009) shows, interest in 
discourse cohesion among linguistically oriented Classicists is rising, especially in studies of 
Homer and the historiographers whose lengthy, digressive narratives provide rich material for 
case study. This concept has so far attracted little attention in Pindaric studies, but it gets to the 
heart of an issue of vital importance to Pindar’s poetry—how conventional and generic forms are 
marshaled, in a linear order, and how to interpret this order and the connections between discrete, 
rhetorical and conventional elements. 
133 But for a critique of this designation of the imperfect, see Rijksbaron 2006, 17-18. 
134 Wakernagel, I.183: “The most that we can say, if we wish to draw a distinction between the 
two, is that occasionally the aorist denotes more the culmination of a series of actions or 
processes, while their actual performance is expressed in the imperfect.” 
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another imperfect, follows. λεῖπε serves to establish yet another narrative frame, one that focuses 
on an especially crucial point in the narrative—the exposure of Iamus. The following sentence 
recounts how the boy Iamus is nurtured by snakes. The sentence’s main verb (ἐθρέψαντο, 46) is 
aorist and it derives its temporal value from the preceding imperfect λεῖπε. As was the case with 
ἦλθον, this aorist marks the culmination of the imperfect state of affairs, and so it is immediately 
followed by a sentence with another main verb imperfect (εἴρετο, 49). Unframed by the 
imperfect, both aorist verbs—ἦλθον, ἐθρέψαντο—would be statements of fact, dislocated from a 
narrative timeline. But they acquire temporal value through the imperfects that frame them, 
which accords with Rijksbaron’s observation about the imperfect in narrative, that it “serves as a 
time anchor for other states of affairs.”135 
ἆγε (28), like τίκτε, exhibits the narrative function of the imperfect.136 The temporal 
frame that it establishes is the lead-up to the departure of Heracles’ expedition against Troy.137 
Context makes it clear that ἆγε has inchoative, rather than durative value—Heracles is about to 
bring Telamon and his troops to Troy, but he is still gathering them in the preparation for the 
expedition. The following aorist action summarizes the outcome of the imperfect state of 
affairs—he sacks Troy (31), destroys the tribes of the Meropes (31-32), and slays Alcyoneus (32-
35). The first of these closes off the temporal frame established by ἆγε, and the latter two are 
subsequent to that action. But whereas in Ol. 6 the final aorist action was followed by another 
                                                
135 This is an important function of the imperfect tense, since past-ness is not intrinsic to the 
aorist; as Rijksbaron points out, the perceived past-ness of the aorist tense is a matter of 
conversational implicature.  
136 For a similar interpretation of Pindar’s use of the aorist and imperfect in Ol. 3, see van den 
Berge 2007, 38. 
137 For the implication of Λαοµεδοντιᾶν ὑπὲρ ἀµπλακιᾶν (29) for the temporal frame, see note on 
this passage below.  
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imperfect verb, which established another temporal frame, here we find the adversative particle 
ἀλλ’ (35), which disregards the preceding aorist states of affairs and marks a return to the 
temporal frame established by ἆγε. The participle καλέων (35) clarifies this retrograde temporal 
movement and specifies the exact narrative moment—when Heracles was still marshaling his 
troops in preparation for the expedition. What follows the retrograde narrative movement is a 
series of exclusively aorist main verbs (with the exception of Heracles’ direct speech), all of 
which are temporally framed by ἆγε.  
 
σὺν Τιρυνθίοισιν: Heracles inherits the command of the Tirynthians from Amphitryon, even 
though the latter is compelled to flee Tiryns for Thebes after killing his father-in-law Electryon 
(Hes. fr. 195 MW; Scutum 81). Heracles is raised in Thebes, but returns to Tiryns at Zeus’ behest 
to begin his service (the twelve labors) to Eurystheus. In addition to the first Trojan War, 
Heracles was in command of another force of Tirynthians that was wiped out by the Moliones, 
Cteatus and Eurytus. Heracles’ revenge for this loss is recounted at Ol. 10.26-34. As the son of 
Heracles, Tlapolemos is called the “founder of the Tirynthian colony (on Rhodes)” 
(Τλαπολέµῳ... Τιρυνθίων ἀρχαγέτᾳ, Ol. 7.77-78) by Pindar. This is the earliest use of the 
adjectival form Τιρύνθιος, although the nominal form occurs at Il. 2.559, Hes. Th. 292, Hes. 
Scutum 81.  
 
πρόφρονα: “eager.” Telamon’s participation in the campaign is doubly motivated—first by his 
charis-relationship with Heracles, a relationship that will be demonstrated in the second part of 
the exemplum, and second by a desire for the glory that success in battle promises. πρόφρων is a 
key word for the ode’s rhetoric. In the first antistrophe Pindar stresses the importance of effort 
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and expenditure as a prerequisite for glory and lasting happiness, with the phrase δαπάνᾳ τε 
χαρείς | καὶ πόνῳ (10-11). χαρείς there emphasizes that expenditure and effort must be made 
willingly, just as πρόφρονα does here. A notable parallel, among many, is Pyth. 5.43-44, ἑκόντι 
τοίνυν πρέπει | νόῳ τὸν εὐεργέταν ὑπαντιάσαι. Pindar expresses there the necessity that acts of 
euergetism be performed readily, and as Kurke (1990, 239) notes, “For the poet and the city both 
depend on the willing expenditure of those who can afford it in the public sphere.” See note also 
on εὐεργεσίαις (70).  
 
σύµµαχον: “ally.” σύµµαχος does not imply any hierarchy, as can be seen in Archilochus’ 
invocation of Hephaestus (κλῦθ’ ἄναξ Ἥφαιστε, καί µοι σύµµαχος γουνουµένῳ | ἵλαος γεν<έο>, 
fr. 108.1-2). The theme of the “willing helper” is an important one in Pindar’s epinicia. The glad 
sacrificing of one’s own interests, or the eager determination to work in the interest of a friend is 
presented consistently as an especially praiseworthy trait. Helper-figures, such as Castor and 
Iolaus, are often introduced as mythological exempla and analogues for the laudandus. 
Frequently, the laudator characterizes himself as such (Μοίσαις γὰρ ἀλγαοθρόνοις ἑκὼν 
Ὀλιγαιθίδαισίν τ’ ἔβαν ἐπίκουρος, Ol. 13.97). When the laudandus is described in terms of a 
helper-figure, the motivation is sometimes the need to forestall phthonos—the helper is patently 
less deserving of begrudging feelings—and sometimes because the helper-figure is analogous to 
a victorious athlete or to a victor who also performs acts of civic euergetism, in that they both 
work for the prosperity of another. For a depiction of the poet as a helper-figure, see note on 
ταµίας (57) below. This is the only example of σύµµαχος in the odes, but συµµαχία is used of 
Heracles’ soldiers at Ol. 10.72. For the rhetoric of the “willing helper” in Nem. 4 and Isth. 6, see 
Köhknen 1971, 196-197. 
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ἐς Τροΐαν: The sequence of χαλκοχάρµαν ἐς πόλεµον and ἐς Τροΐαν shows the familiar Pindaric 
pattern of an entity being referred to by two terms, the second of which is more specific and 
clarifies a more abstract first term.  
 Manuscript D reads Τροίαν while B reads Τροίαν in the line and Τρωίαν, additionally, 
above it. The three-syllable form Tροΐαν is Schmid’s emendation, necessitated by the meter. The 
trisyllabic form is also found at Sappho fr. 16.9. The Doric form does not exhibit dieresis 
(Τροίας, Ol. 2.81, but Aeolic Τροΐας at Isth. 8.51) (LSJ s.v.). Homer uses exclusively the Ionic 
form. On dieresis, see Peter (1866, 32), who points out that Aeolic forms are more prone to 
showing dieresis. 
 The prophecy of Heracles’ war against Laomedon, which he wins after the part of the 
wall built by Aeacus fails, can be found at Ol. 8.31.46. 
 
ἥρωσι µόχθον: A µόχθος is not so much a source of troubles (Thummer) as it is a difficult or 
strenuous undertaking. This concept is essential to the rhetoric of this passage, and the 
philosophy that underlies Pindaric praise. As often in the mythological exemplum, the poet uses 
descriptors to map the content of the myth onto the content of the explicit praise in the frame. 
Here this appositional phrase is added as a call-back to lines 10-12, where the laudator explains 
that a joyous commitment to effort and expenditure is necessary for prosperity and glory. For the 
eagerness of Telamon’s commitment, see note on πρόφρονα (28). At Isth. 8.11, Pindar refers to 
the Persian war as a µόχθος (ἀτόλµατον Ἑλλάδι µόχθον). The same word is often used to denote 
effort expended in athletics, for example, at Ol. 8.4-7 (εἴ τιν’ ἔχει λόγον ἀνθρώπων πέρι | 
µαιοµένων µεγάλαν | ἀρετὰν θυµῷ λαβεῖν, | τῶν δὲ µόχθων ἀµπνοάν), Nem. 5.48-4̆ (γλυκεῖάν τοι 
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Μενάνδρου σὺν τύχᾳ µόχθον ἀµοιβάν | ἐπαύρεο), Nem. 7.15-16 (εἰ Μναµοσύνας ἕκατι 
λιπαράµπυκος | εὕρηται ἄποινα µόχθων κλυταῖς ἐπέων ἀοιδαῖς), and Isth. 5.56-58 (οὔτοι 
τετύφλωται µακρός | µόχθος ἀνδρῶν οὐδ’ ὁπόσαι δαπάναι | ἐλπίδων ἔκνισ’ ὄπιν). The scholiast 
(πρόθυµον ὄντα σύµµαχον καὶ µεγάλην βλάβην τοῖς κατὰ τὴν Τροίαν οἰκοῦσιν ἥρωσι, Σ Isth. 
6.38, 3.254) seems to construe µόχθον as referring to Telamon and ἥρωσι as not the Greek 
heroes, but those of Troy.  
 
29. Λαοµεδοντιᾶν ὑπὲρ ἀµπλακιᾶν: Laomedon was guilty of two transgressions. The first was 
his refusal to honor his contract with Apollo and Poseidon regarding the building of the walls of 
Troy. The second was his refusal to compensate Heracles for freeing his daughter Hesione from 
the sea monster sent by Poseidon (for Laomedon’s transgressions and for Heracles in Troy, see 
Il. 5.628-651, 20.144-148; Hes. fr. 165 MW; Nem. 4.25-26; and Gantz 1993 400-402). But in 
Pindar fr. 140a.56-57, Laomedon is also guilty of murdering his guest-friends (λαῶν 
ξενοδα[ΐ]κ̣τα βασι̣λ̣ῆ̣[-]ος ἀτασθαλίᾳ κοτέω[ν] θαµά).  
  
Λαοµεδοντιᾶν: the synizesis of αο is demanded by the meter. 
 
30. ἐν ναυσὶν: The remark that the expedition involved ship-transportation seems unnecessary, 
and Thummer has difficulty explaining why it is included. The likely reason is that the two 
homelands of Telamon, Salamis and Aegina, were both islands. Perhaps it is implied that 
Telamon supplied Heracles with the ships that he needed to make his campaign against 
Laomedon. Once again, the focus on seafaring is appropriate for the victor, who would have had 
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to cross the sea to participate in the Isthmian games. See also Il. 2.557 (Αἴας δ’ ἐκ Σαλαµῖνος 
ἄγεν δυοκαίδεκα νῆας). 
 
Ἀλκµήνας τέκος: Isth. 6 consistently focuses on paternity, and this is the only point in the ode 
where a child is identified by the name of his mother (although the mother of Ajax, Eriboea, is 
mentioned in line 45). Heracles, however, being a son of Zeus, is often identified by the name of 
his only true mortal parent, Alcmene (Hes. Th. 526-527, 950-951, Scutum 467; Simonides fr. 
17.1 West; Eur. Tro. 805, Alc. 1006, Her. 712; Soph. Aj. 1303; Ar. R. 582-583; Theoc. 13.20). 
This naming convention for Heracles is found also at Isth. 4.55 (υἱὸς Ἀλκµήνας) and fr. 172.3-4 
(πρῶτον µὲν Ἀλκµήνας σὺν υἱῷ | Τρώϊον ἂµ πεδίον). Heracles will be named with the 
patronymic Ἀµφιτυωνιάδαν at line 38 and the use of the two variants is likely motivated by 
poikilia.  
 
τέκος: an epic variant of the more common τέκνον.  
Meter: the brevis in longo provides further evidence of a period-break. As with δεσπότᾳ || 
Νηρεϊδέσσί τε (5-6) and δρόσῳ, || τόν τε Θεµιστίου (64-65), the period break coincides with a 
sense-break. 
 
31. εἷλε δὲ...πέφνεν δέ: the aorist verb εἷλε closes off the temporal frame established by ἆγε 
(28). πέφνεν is subsequent to this action, and recounts victories accomplished in addition to the 
sack of Troy. The value of the second δέ is then enumerative (Slater s.v. δέ 2b).  
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Περγαµίαν: The scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.45a, 3.254) notes, citing Il. 5.446, that Pergamum refers 
specifically to the citadel of Troy. This is a metonymical expression, where the sack of the 
citadel equates to a sack of all Troy, something that is found, for example, also at Ol. 8.42 
(Πέργαµος ἀµφὶ τεαῖς, ἥρως, χερὸς ἐρασίαις ἁλίσκεται). The reason for the metonym, besides 
poikilia (Τροΐαν has been used already, in line 29) is to point out that the walls specifically were 
a matter of contention (Ol. 8.31-36). The feminine variant on the more common Πέργαµος is 
chosen metri gratia. This form is used by no other author of the classical period. Fennell 
correctly suggests construing the form as an adjective—Περγαµίαν [γήν or πόλιν]—rather than 
as an abstract substantive. 
 
πέφνεν: Τhe reduplicated aorist form of θείνω means “killed” rather than “struck” (Slater s.v.). 
The clear differentiation in the meanings is due most likely to a lack of awareness among the 
ancient Greeks themselves that the two stems were related (Sihler §164 A.1). In fact, until 
recently, ἔπεφνον has been treated as the aorist form of a defective, reconstructed present verb 
*φένω. The reason for the misunderstanding is that the rule that determines whether the θ- or φ- 
reflex appears is not followed consistently. The rule itself is quite simple: the PIE labiovelar gwh 
becomes the labial stop φ unless it is followed by a front vowel such as ε or ει, in which case it 
becomes the apical stop θ (Sihler §154). But this rule is not followed, for example, in the last 
consonant of a root, and so we have λειπ- in all forms of the singular of λείπω, even though, 
according to this phonological rule, we should expect the forms λείτεις, λείτει, and λείτετε. 
Instead, the forms have been leveled—the default bilabial stop is used exclusively. This leveling 
is very frequent across a variety of environments, and it is the reason for the inconsistent 
adherence to this rule (Sihler §164 A.1). Accordingly, without the understanding that ἔπεφνον is 
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derived from θείνω, its closest association seems to be to φόνος, which must have encouraged 
the understanding that the primary meaning of ἔπεφνον was “to kill.” 
 
σὺν κείνῳ: “with the help of that one,” not “together with that one.” This use is familiar from 
phrases like σὺν θεῷ (Nem. 8.17) and σὺν δὲ κείνῳ (Ol. 13.87). It recalls the reference to 
Telamon as σύµµαχον (28). 
 
κείνῳ: Without an accompanying noun, κείνῳ functions as an emphatic third person pronoun 
with anaphoric reference. Here it is indexed to Telamon. In a recent study of κεῖνος, Bonifazi 
(2004b) has attempted to flesh out the function of κεῖνος in Pindar’s narrative passages.  She 
points to essentially three problems with the current understanding: 1. κεῖνος is said to be 
emphatic, but the term emphasis is often haphazardly or vaguely applied, and the pragmatic 
aspect of this emphasis deserves consideration; 2. κεῖνος is often found very soon after the word 
to which it is indexed, and in general context clarifies the referent, rather than the status of κεῖνος 
as the anaphoric pronoun; and 3. there are five third-person pronouns (νιν, ὁ, ὅδε, οὗτος and 
κεῖνος), and since metrical convenience and euphony are not sufficient grounds for determining 
which pronoun would be appropriate for a given context, they must be differentiated by their 
pragmatic function. She proposes that the unique function of κεῖνος is to recall a previously 
mentioned entity or thing, and to mark that thing as especially salient for the narrative that is 
about to unfold.138 This does indeed describe the use of κεῖνος here. Telamon is first mentioned 
                                                
138 In her analysis of the effect/function of κεῖνος, she begins by considering the two roots that 
comprise its stem—*ke and *eno. The former is a marker of ego-deixis—it relates an entity to 
the hearer/listener—and triggers the visualization of and focusing on the referent. The latter is a 
marker of Jener-Deixis, that is, it points to an entity at a temporal or spatial distance from the 
speaker and listener. This force can be exophoric—it can point to an entity outside a text—or 
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in an instance of oral subterfuge—the word πατρός and following relative τόν are used to pivot 
into a mythological exemplum in which Telamon at first plays a secondary role—and the central 
figure at the outset is Heracles (see note on line 27-35). But with σὺν κείνῳ, Pindar marks 
Telamon as a central figure in what follows. The mythological exemplum bears this out, and 
Telamon features prominently in the sympotic scene of lines 35-56. We can compare the sister 
passage at Nem. 4.25-30: 
σὺν ᾧ ποτε Τροΐαν κραταιὸς Τελαµών 
πόρθησε καὶ Μέροπας 
καὶ τὸν µέγαν πολεµιστὰν ἔκπαγλον Ἀλκυονῆ, 
οὐ τετραορίας γε πρὶν δυώδεκα πέτρῳ 
ἥροάς τ’ ἐπεµβεβαῶτας ἱπποδάµους ἕλεν  
δὶς τόσους.  
 
In both passages, the relative pronoun that serves to pivot into the myth refers to the secondary 
helper-figure. But in Nem. 4, that role is filled by Heracles, the referent of σὺν ᾧ, and Telamon is 
the central figure and subject of the main verb πόρθησε. In this sense the two passages are 
inversions of each other. But the more significant difference is that in Isth. 6, Telamon is 
introduced as a secondary figure but is recalled by the pronoun σὺν κεῖνῳ, which marks him as 
salient. This marker is absent from Nem. 4.25-30, and so it is no surprise that Heracles disappears 
from the ode entirely after line 30.  
 
31-32. Μερόπων ἔθνεα: The earliest mention of Heracles’ foray into Cos comes in Il. 14.253-
256 and 24-28, but the details there are sketchy—we are told simply that Hera used a storm to 
divert Heracles’ ship. But Apollodorus, and a scholiast’s note on Il. 14.255, fill out the rest of the 
                                                                                                                                                       
endophoric—it can point to an entity within the text. The latter covers both the anaphoric and 
cataphoric functions. 
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account.139 After sacking Troy, Heracles’ ship is diverted by an angry Hera. It comes to shore on 
Cos. The Coans, led at this time by their King Eurypylus, a son of Poseidon, do not let Heracles 
disembark, believing that he is a pirate. Heracles is injured when the Coans attempt to drive him 
away by pelting him with stones, but he takes the city and kills Eurypylus and his sons. He also 
rapes and impregnates Eurypylus’ daughter Chalciope, who gives birth to his son Thessalus.  
 Merops was revered the mythological founder and original king of Cos, as is attested by 
the epithet of Cos, Μεροπίς (Thuc. 8.41.2). A fragment of Euripides (fr. 771 Nauck) apparently 
comes from a mythological treatment of Merops. Also significant is the Meropis, a local, 
historical epic, of anonymous authorship. Only a few lines survive of this strange and poorly 
dated poem (Henrichs 1993, 187-193). It describes how Heracles nearly succumbs to a Coan 
fighter or monster named Asterus, and how Athena not only intervenes and kills Asterus, but 
also, it seems, flays his invincible skin. As such this myth has points of contact with other 
Heraclean myths, including the slaying of the Nemean lion. For the Meropes being, perhaps, the 
pre-Dorian population of Cos, see Sherwin-White 1978, 47-50. 
 A second meaning of µέροψ, “dividing the voice,” that is “capable of speech,” is used 
throughout epic, and even tragedy (A. Supp. 90, Ch. 1018; Eur. IT 1263, Hel. 381-383,), as an 
epithet for mankind. This is also the only meaning used in epic, which is apparently unaware of 
or unconcerned with the tradition of the Coan king. 
 
32. ἔθνεα: Pindar shows a marked tendency of not contracting εα, but the contracted forms do 
occur (µέλη Ol. 1.49 and βέλη Ol. 2.83. vs. βέλεα Ol. 13.95). See Peter 1866, 38.  
 
                                                
139 Both of these complementary accounts are likely based on a lost history of Cos by 
Pherecydes, according to another scholiast’s note on Il. 14.255. 
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32-33. τὸν βουβόταν...Ἀλκυονῆ: When using two words, terms, or phrases to refer to the same 
entity, Pindar prefers to use the less specific first and the more specific second. See also note on 
ἐς Τροΐαν.  
 
τόν: A demonstrative use of the article, with exophoric force: “that famous cowherd.” 
 
βουβόταν: The identity of Alcyoneus in the late 6th and early 5th centuries was still in flux. In the 
visual arts, he is still depicted as a herdsman who is assaulted by Heracles in his sleep (see note 
on Ἀλκυονῆ below). A scholiast’s (Σ Nem. 4.43a, 3.70-71) note on Nem. 4.27 demonstrates the 
syncretism of Geryon and Alcyoneus—it notes that Heracles killed the latter as he was driving 
away cattle from Erytheia, and it locates this killing at the Corinthian Isthmus. At Nem. 4.27, 
Pindar refers to Alcyoneus not as a herdsman, but as an enemy combatant (πολεµιστάν), 
referring to his role in the Gigantomachy, a story into which Alcyoneus is just being integrated in 
the late 6th century. Alcyoneus in Isth. 6 is a conflation of these two figures—βουβόταν marks 
him as the herdsman figure, and Φλέγραισιν (33) as the Giant. 
 
οὔρεϊ ἴσον: Pindar notes the stature of Alcyoneus also at Nem. 4.27 (τὸν µέγαν πολεµιστὰν 
ἔκπαγλον). But the closest parallel to this specific comparison is Homer’s description of the 
Laestrygonian queen: ὅσην τ’ ὄρεος κορυφήν (Od. 10.113). It is worth noting that shortly after, 
Homer compares the Laestrygonians specifically to Giants (οὐκ ἄνδρεσσιν ἐοικότες ἀλλὰ 
Γίγασιν, Od. 10.120). More commonly however, epithets for Giants refer not to their size, but to 
their power (κρατερῶν τε Γιγάντων, Hes. Th. 50), or savagery (ὑπερθύµοισι Γιγάντεσσιν, Od. 
7.59; Γίγαντας ὑπερφιάλους, Hes. fr. 43a.65 M-W). Superhuman stature is indeed characteristic 
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of the Giants, but it is not unique to them. Aphrodite, for instance, is described as especially tall 
after she reveals herself to Anchises in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite (173-174), and in the 
visual arts, size is iconographic for divine entities in general.  
 
οὔρεϊ: Pindar generally avoids dieresis in the 3rd-decl. dat. sg. ending (Peter 1866, 38; 
Gildersleeve 1885, lxxxiii). But this instance of οὔρεϊ is scanned traditionally as – ⏑ ⏑, rather 
than – –, because the tenth position of s7 is resolved at every other iteration after the first triad. 
The short vowel alternative (ὄρει) occurs at Pyth. 3.36, and both ὄρ- and οὔρ- forms appear in 
Homer (Il. 13.754, Od. 11.243). On the alternation, see note on Ὀλυµπίῳ (8) above. 
 
33. Φλέγραισιν εὑρών: The placement of the participial phrase, between the direct object τὸν 
βουβόταν (32) and the proper name (33) that is in apposition to it, is designed to build suspense. 
The distance between the less specific first term and the more specific second term means that 
when the proper name is given, it has the effect of an unveiling; the monster could feasibly have 
been Geryon instead of the giant Alcyoneus. The suspenseful phrasing is appropriate for the 
introduction of an opponent of such stature. 
 
Φλέγραισιν: If West and Merkelbach’s reconstruction is correct, the earliest mention of Phlegra 
as the location of the Gigantomachy comes in Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women (Hes. fr. 43a.65).  
This fragment is especially significant, because it also refers to Heracles’ role in the battle, and 
because it situates the Gigantomachy after the expedition against Laomedon and the attack on the 
Coans (60-64). As such, it is the earliest testimony for the specific sequence of myths recounted 
in Isth. 6.30-35. In the sister passage at Nem. 4.25-30, Pindar neglects to note the location of the 
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battle. Perhaps because of this, a scholiast (Σ Nem. 4.43a, 3.70-71) to Nem. 4.27 records an 
alternative account, in which Heracles kills Alcyoneus at the Corinthian Isthmus after driving 
away his cattle from Erytheia. This account is conflated with the killing of Geryon (Hes. Th. 
287-294). Phlegra is later syncretized with Pallene, and Apollodorus (2.7.1) names the latter as 
the site of the Gigantomachy.  
 
Ἀλκυονῆ: Alcyoneus is named here and at Nem. 4.27 for the first time in Greek literature. 
Heracles’ participation in the Gigantomachy is noted as early as Hesiod (fr. 43a.65), where he is 
said to have slain  the giants himself (Γίγαντας ὑπερφιάλους κατέπεφ[νε). But Apollodorus 
(1.6.1-2), and a scholiast’s note on Lycophron 63, which overlaps considerably with 
Apollodorus’ account, outlines Heracles’ very specific role in the Gigantomachy. Since it had 
been prophesied that the Giants could not be killed by the Olympian gods, Zeus enlisted Heracles 
to fight in the battle. And while Heracles did not single-handedly fight the giants, his arrows 
dealt the final blow to each of them. Heracles killed Alcyoneus, who, Apollodorus tells us, was 
along with Porphyrion the greatest of the Giants, by shooting him with an arrow and dragging 
him out of Pallene, since the earth of Alcyoneus’ homeland would restore him if injured. This 
shows an interesting syncretism with the Antaeus myth.  
 In late archaic and classical visual art, Alcyoneus is depicted much differently. McNally 
(1985, 155) notes that Alcyoneus is the earliest example of a figure who is found asleep, or put to 
sleep, and killed. The scene of Heracles killing the sleeping or just waking Alcyoneus is depicted 
on twenty-five vases that survive from the late 6th and early 5th centuries, almost all 
manufactured in Athens. The same scene on a 6th-century vase of Etruscan manufacture, 
currently held by the Vatican, shows Heracles slaying the giant with his bow, although a metope 
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from the Temple of Hera at Paestum depicts the killing done with a sword. These variant 
accounts perhaps point to a period in the history of Greek myth when Alcyoneus was primarily a 
shepherd figure, like Geryon, and was not yet integrated into the Gigantomachy.  
 
σφετέρας...νευρᾶς: emphatic, framing hyperbaton. As in lines 16-18, this device closes off a 
subsection of the ode—here, the mythological summary that precedes (and prepares for) the 
extended mythological exemplum of lines 35-56. For the conclusive force of framing 
hyperbaton, see note on κλυταῖς...ἐφετµαῖς (16-18) and for the climactic structure, see note on 
lines 31-35. 
 
δ’: does not introduce another, successive aorist state of affairs, as the preceding two instances of 
δέ do. Rather, δ’ indicates that σφετέρας δ’ οὐ φείσατο...Ἡρακλέης (33-35) is a specifying gloss 
on πέφνεν (31)—Pindar first states the fact that Heracles slew Alcyoneus, and then provides 
details of the slaying. Evident here is a characteristic of Pindar’s style—the description of 
people, places and events in two terms, with the second providing more detail or specificity than 
the first. 
 
οὐ φείσατο: Pindar often makes a deed emphatic by stating it in negative terms (Race 1990, 59-
84). In effect, οὐ φείσατο expresses “made full use of.” This emphatic negative phrasing often 
falls in climactic statements like this one, which reiterate vividly, and in negative terms, the same 
idea found in the preceding main clause (Race 1990, 60 and n. 3). 
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34. χερσίν: an instrumental dative. Pindar will draw attention to Heracles’ hands once again just 
eight lines later: ὁ δ’ ἀνατείναις οὐρανῷ χεῖρας ἀµάχους (41). The hand is polysemic in Pindar 
and other authors, and it can stand as a metaphor for violence, as it does here, or for constructive 
labor, like at Ol. 8.42 (ἀµφὶ τεαῖς, ἥρως, χερὸς ἐργασίαις), or for friendship, as at Pyth. 4.37 
(χειρί οἱ χεῖρ’ ἀντερείσαις), or for prayer as it does in line 41 (Slater s.v.). This last example 
shows the expressiveness of the hand as a symbol, conflating, as it does, the hand as a symbol of 
sincerity and prayer with the hand as a symbol of war (ἀµάχους). The continued focus on the 
hand in this ode seems intertwined with the highly visual aspect of the narrative opening of the 
second part of the mythological exemplum (35-42).  
 
βαρυφθόγγοιο νευρᾶς: “the deep-sounding bowstring;” recalls µελιφθόγγοις (9) which falls in 
the same position in the first strophe. Elsewhere in the literature of the archaic through 
Hellenistic periods, this epithet is used of lions (βαρυφθόγγων τε λεόντων, h.Ven. 159; 
βαρύφθογγον λέοντα, Bacch. 9.9; Nic. Theriaca 171). The metaphor of the singing or ringing-
out bowstring is derived from the association of the bow with the lyre, and this metaphor is 
significant for this ode especially, which features an analogy of the bow-wielding Heracles to the 
poet himself (see note on µελιφθόγγαις, 9). For the same metaphor in Homer, see Od. 21.410-
411. 
 
35. Ἡρακλέης: Heracles’ proper name is withheld until the last word of the sentence and first 
word of the antistrophe for climactic effect. But it was never in doubt that Heracles was the 
subject of ἆγε—references to his command over the Tirynthians, his friendship with Telamon, 
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and his mother Alcmene, as well as the mythological cycle of his wars against Laomedon, the 
Meropes and Alcyoneus, make this clear. 
 
35-36: Lines 35-36 present the only significant textual crux in Isthmian 6. There is a lacuna of 
two long syllables in the fourth and fifth positions of line 36. This is one of the few lacunae in all 
of Pindar’s epinicia. It appears in both MSS B and D, indicating that the loss happened in a 
parent manuscript. As usual, attempts by later scribes to give the sentence an internal logic and 
cogent syntax might have led to adjustments that corrupted the entire sentence early in the 
tradition.  
 The manuscripts offer two hypometrical readings: ἐς πλόον κήρυσσε δαινυµένων (B) and 
ἐς πλόον κήρυσε δανυµένων (D). The corresponding metrical schemes are – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – ⏑ ⏑ – (B) 
and – ⏑ – ⏑ – ⏑ ×? ⏑ ⏑ – (D).140 The stem of the participle δανυµένων, found in MS D, is clearly 
wrong; there is no evidence that this verb undergoes that qualitative change, and it must be 
adjusted to δαιν-, the same form found in MS B. Because this leaves us with a final d1 unit (– ⏑ ⏑ 
–), δαινυµένων must be the last word in the line (the scheme of s2 is – ⏑ – – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ⏑ ⏓). But 
a problem remains—specifically, where the lost syllables would have fallen. This problem is 
complicated by the variants κήρυσσε (B) and κύρησε (D). κήρυσσε (B) could only fall in the 
third through fifth positions of the reconstructed line, which conflicts with ἐς πλόον, which also 
fills the third position. κύρησεν (D) on the other hand can fill the three positions immediately 
preceding δαινυµένων and does not necessarily overlap with any other surviving word in the 
sentence. The short second syllable of ἐς πλόον now naturally fills the first through third 
positions, leaving only the fourth and fifth positions empty.  
                                                
140 The seventh syllable of the reading of MS D is of indeterminate length. 
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 Numerous attempts at filling the lacuna have been made.141 Those that do not involve 
also emending the surrounding text include: ξυνόν (Christ 1869 and 1896), δεῖπνον (Stadtmüller 
1883), κεῖνον (Schroeder 1900), λαῶν (Stadtmüller 1902, 105 and Turyn 1952), κλεινόν (Cerrato 
1934), κᾶρυξ (Mair in the ap. crit of Bowra 1934, Bornemann 1928, 176), κούρων (Shackle 
1920, 86; Němec 1960, 37) and γάµον or γάµους (Schwenn 1940, 210 and von der Mühll 1957, 
130-131). Of these the last has proven most influential, and will be discussed later in this note. 
Other emendations have been more invasive. Because some earlier scholars did follow the 
reading of B, which is generally more reliable than D, certain changes to the form of the main 
verb and word order of the line have been suggested: κήρυξε <πάντων> (Ceporinus 1526, after 
Triclinius), κήρυξεν <ἀστῶν> (Pauw 1747, 366-377), and κάρυσσε <πάντων> (Hermann 1824, 
160 = Heyne 1824, 3.160). There is general, but not complete, consensus that whatever word fell 
in the lacuna was either in agreement with the participle δαινυµένων or its direct object. Since 
the last syllable of δαινυµένων is not assured—it could be short, since brevis in longo is attested 
elsewhere in this position—emendations to the ending of that participle have been offered in 
order to open up new possibilities for filling the lacuna: <τοῦτον> κύρησεν δαινύµενον 
(Mommsen 1864), κύρησε <τέτµων> δαινύµενον (Tyrell 1885, 353), <γάµον> κύρησεν 
δαινύµενον (Thummer, after von der Mühll’s suggestion of γάµον). Other suggestions include: 
κάρυσσε <µοῦνον> δαινυµένων (Mommsen 1864), κύρησεν <ἀντῶν> δαινυµένου (Wiskemann 
1876, 26), <τοῦτον> κύρησεν δαινυµένου (Fennell ad loc.), <φωτῶν> ἔκυρησεν and <τετµὼν> 
κύρησεν (Bury ad loc.).  
                                                
141 The following emendations were largely compiled from Gerber (1976). 
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 Of all of the suggested emendations, γάµον (or γάµους) suggested by Schwenn and later 
by von der Mühll has found the most support.142 Von der Mühll, in his 1957 article, offered an 
influential case for this reading. He noted that Heracles’ prayer is strangely specific for the 
occasion to be an ordinary symposium. He provides comparanda: γάµον δαίσασθαι (Archilochus 
29 D) and γάµον δαίσαι (Pindar Nem. 1.71), as well as δαίσειν δὲ γάµον µετὰ Μυρµιδόνεσσι (Il. 
19.299) and τὸν δ’ εὗρον δαινύντα γάµον πολλοῖσιν ἕτῃσιν (Od. 4.3). Further corroboration is 
sought in Apollodorus 3.12.7, in which the marriage of Telamon to Periboea (a variant of 
Eriboea) is described alongside a mention of Heracles’ wish for Ajax. Von der Mühll cites 
Menander Rhetor’s discussion of wedding speeches because they also feature wishes for 
children. Finally, he compares the wedding of Peleus and Thetis, which includes both an 
unexpected guest, Eris, and, at least in Cat. 64, also a prophecy of the deeds of their future son 
Achilles.  
 But this emendation, and von der Mühll’s evidence in support of it, are not without some 
difficulties. Setting aside the problems of the reading of γάµον δαινυµένων, which are addressed 
in the note on δαινυµένων below, there are a number of objections regarding content and 
interpretation of the scene. First, the marriage of Peleus and Thetis is not a fully satisfying 
comparison, since Eris is a poor parallel for Heracles. In the traditional account, Eris is not 
invited, and this insult is an important catalyst later for the Trojan War. But strangely, Heracles, 
who is otherwise depicted as harboring strong feelings of charis for Telamon and his family, is 
depicted as arriving unexpectedly (κύρησεν) at a banquet that is already underway (δαινυµένων). 
It would be odd then that Pindar spends two lines describing how Heracles’ visit is unexpected—
presumably because he was not invited to the banquet—if this were the wedding feast of his 
                                                
142 Thummer and Privitera ad loc. and Burnett 2005, 78, 82 and 82 n. 3.  
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close friend. Second, von der Mühll over-reads the relevant passage of Apollodorus.143 The 
wedding to Periboea and the birth of Ajax are there mentioned in a single sentence because the 
entire passage, which lays out the genealogy of both of Telamon’s sons, is as a whole very 
condensed. Menander Rhetor’s discussion (399.11-412.2, Russell and Wilson) is not only very 
late, but shows little overlap with what we find in Isth. 6. Granted, wishes do figure into 
Menander Rhetor’s marriage speeches, both the epithalamium and the catanasticus, but these 
wishes are minor elements in speeches that are less concerned about children than they are with 
the merging of two households.144 A scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.53a, 3.255) notes that this scene is also 
found in Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women, and perhaps if the relevant passages of that text 
survived, they would clarify the setting of this myth. But based on the internal evidence of Isth. 6 
alone, the probability of the reading γάµον (or γάµους) has been overstated. 
 
35. ἀλλ’: Slater incorrectly identifies the use as “following a neg. sentence; clarifying a previous 
denial” (Slater s.v.). But the sentence introduced by ἀλλά does not follow from the preceding 
sentence (σφετέρας δ’οὐ...Ἡρακλέης, 33-35). Rather, it abandons the narrative sequence εἷλε δὲ 
Περγαµίαν...Ἡρακλέης (31-35), and marks a return to the temporal frame established by the 
imperfect ἆγε. It also works in concert with the temporal participle καλέων, which specifies to 
which point in this temporal frame the narrative has defaulted—the preparations for the 
                                                
143 Apollod. 3.12.7 relates, in the space of three sentences, seven things: 1. Telamon went into 
exile in Salamis, which was ruled by Cychreus at the time; 2. Cychreus gave Salamis to Telamon 
to rule because he was childless upon his death; 3. Telamon married Periboea; 4. he named his 
son Ajax because of Heracles’ prophecy; 5. he went with Heracles to Troy; 6. he received 
Laomedon’s daughter Hesione as a prize; and 7. he had Teucer by Hesione. 
144 Moreover, in wishes for children, Menander Rhetor suggests stating that the children will 
resemble their parents, not that they will be exceptional or brave—the point is that the family 
will continue to survive through its children, and the interest is in the family, not the welfare and 
fame of the child himself. 
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expedition. For a fuller discussion of tense, discourse cohesion, and the temporal structure of the 
myth, see note on ἆγε (28) above. 
 
Αἰακίδαν: The narrator reserves Telamon’s name for line 40, and reintroduces here him with the 
patronymic. Heracles too will be referred to by his patronymic at line 38. For the significance of 
patronymics for this ode, see note on Τελαµωνιάδα (26). See also Αἰακίδαι (19).  
 
35. καλέων: For the importance of this temporal participle for the narrative structure, see note on 
ἆγε (28) above. For the uncontracted form, see note on µελέων (2) above. 
 
36. ἐς πλόον: This is the second time that Pindar has stressed the naval aspect of the expedition. 
As was the case with τάνδ’...νᾶσον (21) and ἐν ναυσίν (30), it is a pointed reminder that Telamon 
rules over an island people, and perhaps that Telamon is to provide ships for the expedition 
against Troy (ἐς Τροΐαν, 28). 
 
< – – > : For the lacuna, see note on lines 35-36. 
 
κύρησεν: For the justification for maintaining the reading of MS B, see note on lines 35-36. The 
use of κυρέω with an objective genitive denotes that Heracles encountered Telamon while he 
was hosting a banquet. Heracles, accordingly, is an example of the trope of the uninvited guest. 
For another instance of this trope involving Heracles, see Eur. Alc. 477ff.  
 Beginning with κύρησεν, the mythological exemplum will have exclusively aorist verbs 
(κελήσατο, 37; ἄνδωκε, 39; αὔδασε, 42; πέµψεν, 49; ἔκνιξεν, 50; εἶπεν, 51) until ἕζετ’ (60) 
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brings the mythological exemplum to an end. This is the narrative use of the aorist, the first of 
which is temporally framed by an imperfect state of affairs (ἆγε, 28; καλέων, 35), while the rest 
derive their temporal value from being subsequent to this action. See note on ἆγε (28) above. 
 
δαινυµένων: An objective genitive with κύρησεν. With the text as it is, δαινυµένων is a 
circumstantial participle, likely modifying a lost noun in the genitive plural. Alternatively it can 
be construed as a substantive attributive participle. If the former, it is another example of framing 
hyperbaton, with the modifier and δαινυµένων flanking κύρησεν. The effect is similar if the 
missing word was the direct object of the participle. It should be noted that because of the 
lacuna, no certainty is possible about the use of the genitive, or even about the reading of the 
genitive plural ending. It is possible that the ending was changed to a genitive after the text 
became lacunose, in order to achieve some internal logic after κύρησεν. For the emendations 
δαινύµενον and δαινυµένου, see note on lines 35-36.  
 The range of uses of the middle voice of δαίνυµι can offer some guidance in determining 
what was lost in the lacuna. In the middle, δαίνυµαι means not “to throw or host a banquet” but 
“to dine at a banquet.” The participants can include the host (τὸν δ’ ἐκίχανον | δαινύµενον παρὰ 
ᾗ τ’ ἀλόχῳ καὶ οἷσι τέκεσσιν. Od. 10.61), but this is not necessarily the case (δαινυµένους δ’ εὖ 
πάντας ἐφεύροµεν ἐν µεγάροισιν, Od. 10.452). The middle form can take an object, either a 
cognate accusative or another word meaning “feast” (δαίτην δαινυµένους, Od. 7.50; εἰλαπίνην 
δαίνυντο; Il. 23.201). It can also take a direct object that denotes what is eaten (δαινύµενοι κρέα 
τ’ ἄσπετα καὶ µέθυ ἡδύ, Od. 10.468). But instances of middle δαίνυµαι with a direct object are 
rarer than absolute uses of the same verb form, and every other use of middle δαίνυµαι in Pindar 
is absolute. Even more rare are uses of the substantive middle participial form; I am not aware of 
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a single instance of this in archaic and classical Greek. But if the lacuna is filled with a direct 
object denoting either food or feasting, such as von der Mühll’s γάµον, it becomes necessary to 
interpret this use of δαινυµένων as abnormally governing a direct object. It should also be noted 
that all but one of von der Mühll’s comparanda for γάµον as the direct object of δαίνυµι have the 
verb in the active voice. The exception comes from a one-line fragment of Archilochus (Ζεῦ 
πάτερ, γάµον µὲν οὐκ ἐδαισάµην, fr. 197). It seems better then to assume the alternative, that 
what is missing is a genitive plural substantive in agreement with δαινυµένων.  
 While derived from the δαι- root that primitively denotes “division” or “distribution,” 
δαίνυµαι itself primarily denotes “to banquet,” because the host divides up and provides the 
sacrificial food for his guests. The looseness with which this term is applied is unclear. The 
Ancient Greek banquet was a two-part affair, beginning with a feast and progressing to ritual 
drinking. δαίνυµαι must denote at least the first part, but it perhaps includes the second as well. 
Schmitt-Pantel (1990, 22-23) has noted that forms of feasting words with the δαι- root far 
outnumber near synonyms like συµπόσιον, ξενία, δεῖπνον, θαλία and ἔρανος. It is possible then 
that δαίς is a catch-all term, sometimes and sometimes not encompassing the symposium in 
addition to the feast.  
 
τόν: A substantive demonstrative, referring to Heracles (Slater s.v.; Hummel 1993, §197). As 
often in Pindar, the demonstrative is anaphoric (Hummel 1993, §196). The use of the deictic 
ameliorates the asyndeton (see note on τοίαισιν, 14). 
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µέν: looks forward to the additive δ’ (39). The two sentences introduced by µέν…δέ describe an 
order of events in which Telamon first asks Heracles to make a libation and then provides him 
with the phiale and wine to carry this out.  
 
ἐν ῥινῷ λέοντος: In the visual and plastic arts, where labeling is infrequently used to identify a 
mythological figure, the skin of the Nemean lion is the clearest iconographical marker of 
Heracles. Here the mention of the lion-skin serves at least two purposes. First, it triggers the 
mental imagery of Heracles in his skin that is so familiar from vase painting and statuary. 
Second, it plants the idea of the Nemean lion’s skin in preparation for Heracles’ reference to it in 
his wish (57-58). Moreover, Heracles is the mythological figure most associated with the 
pancratium, and, as Miller (2004, 57-58 and 58 fig. 99) notes, his victory specifically over the 
Nemean lion, as it is depicted in vase painting, is exemplary as a pancratium bout. The scholiast 
is mistaken in thinking that Heracles is standing “on” the lion-skin (Bury and Thummer ad loc). 
 
στάντα: All modern translators construe this participle as temporal/circumstantial with present 
force, despite its aorist form. The narrative context seems to support this—Heracles has just 
entered the hall, and before he has even shed his lion skin, Telamon has invited him to join the 
symposium and asked him to pour libations. For the use of an aorist participle that is coincident 
with the main verb, see note on ἀντιάσαις (15).  
 
κελήσατο: the deponent κέλοµαι is equivalent to, although perhaps not derived from, κελεύω 
(Beekes s.v. κελεύω). The same verb occurs again at line 53 (κέκλευ). 
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νεκταρέαις σπονδαῖσιν: In archaic poetry, νέκταρ strictly refers to the drink of the gods (Il. 
1.598, 4.3; Od. 5.93, 199; Hes. Th. 640; h.Dem. 49; h.Merc. 248), or, in Alcman, their food 
(νέκταρ ἔδµεναι fr. 42). It has preservative powers when given to mortals (Il. 19.38, 347, 353), 
but among the gods is treated as a divine version of wine, and is used concurrently with wine-
vocabulary. The adjectival form νεκτάρεος is used as early as Homer, in reference to clothing, 
and it has the sense of “divinely fragrant.” There are two examples—the chiton of Achilles 
(νεκταρέῳ… χιτῶνι, Il. 18.25) and the robe of Helen (νεκταρέου ἑανοῦ, Il. 3.385). More literally 
it is applied to plants in the Cypria (ἔν τε ἴῳ θαλέθοντι ῥόδου τ’ ἐνὶ ἄνθεϊ καλῷ | ἡδέι νεκταρέῳ, 
fr. 4.4-5) and Pindar’s Dithyrambs (φυτὰ νεκτάρεα, Dith. fr. 75.15). Apollonius uses it of oil 
(ἀλοιφῇ | νεκταρέῃ, 3.831-832) and adverbially and metaphorically, of a smile (νεκτάρεον 
µείδησε, 3.1009; LSJ s.v. νεκτάρεος). All of the figures involved in these passages are semi-
divine, or somehow related to the divine. Thummer believes that the current use must be 
explained by Heracles’ semi-divine status. But this is problematic—Telamon supplies Heracles 
with this wine and Ol. 1.61-63 makes it clear that only the gods rightly control the supply of 
νέκταρ. It is technically a thing distinct from wine, and wine does not become νέκταρ just 
because a divine figure is drinking or offering it. More likely νεκτάρεος here just means 
“divinely fragrant,” and the modified term σπονδαῖσιν, libations, motivates the epithet. Later 
authors show that the descriptor is apt. Hellenistic authors refer to wine as nectar, for its 
sweetness and aroma (πολὺς δὲ Λεσβίης ἄωτον νέκταρ οἰνάνθης ἄγων, Call. Epigrammatum 
Fragmenta. 399.2). A parallel is also found in references to honey as νέκταρ, which occur as 
early as Euripides (ῥεῖ δὲ γάλακτι πέδον, ῥεῖ δ’ οἰνῳ, | ῥεῖ δὲ µελισσᾶν νέκταρ. Bacch. 142-143). 
Clear uses of νέκταρ in reference to wine in the classical period are rarer, but the association 
between wine and νέκταρ is clear from some of the earliest examples (αὐτὰρ ὃ τοῖς ἄλλοισι θεοῖς 
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ἐνδέξια πᾶσιν | οἰνοχόει γλυκὺ νέκταρ ἀπὸ κρητῆρος ἀφύσσων. Il. 1.598; Sappho fr. 2.13-16). 
The word is appropriate to the context, which is invested in sensory experience, as we see in the 
visual description of the phiale in line 40. Moreover, at Ol. 7.7-8 (καὶ ἐγὼ νέκταρ χυτόν, Μοισᾶν 
δόσιν, ἀεθλοφόροις | ἀνδράσιν πέµπων, γλυκὺν καρπὸν φρενός) Pindar refers to his own ode as 
νέκταρ. The current passage is similar—since Pindar depicts Heracles’ role in Telamon’s 
banquet as parallel to his own at Lampon’s symposium, Heracles’ libation and wish are 
analogous to the libation and wish with which Pindar begins this ode, and to the ode itself. As 
such, it figures into the theme of water and drink that pervades the ode. The “sweetest dew of the 
Graces” (Χαρίτων…καλλίστᾳ δροσῷ, 63-64) is also, in a sense, νέκταρ—it is a gift of the gods, 
and it bestows immortality. 
 
ἄρξαι: Typically ἄρχω/ἄρχοµαι (with no felt difference of meaning between the active and 
middle), takes an objective genitive when it means “to begin” (Slater s.v.; also Hummel 1993, 
§119). It is possible to follow Slater, and understand ἄρξαι here as governing instead an 
objective dative meaning “to begin with the libations of nectar,” although better might be 
construing the use of the verb as absolute and νεκταρέαις σπονδαίσιν as a dative of means. 
Alternatively, taking Pyth. 3.4 (βάσσαισί τ’ ἄρχειν Παλίου) as a model, it is possible to interpret 
ἄρξαι here as “to be in charge of.” The latter is preferable, since, in the context of the passage, 
what is salient is Heracles’ role as symposiarch, rather than the fact that the libations are just now 
beginning (Schwyzer 2.162). Smyth (§1537) points out that the use of the dative with verbs of 
ruling—as opposed to the genitive—does not emphasize the supremacy of the agent.  
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38. καρτεραίχµαν Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδαν: “the son of Amphitryon, mighty with his spear;” an artful, 
two-word line. The Aeolic/Doric form καρτεραίχµας is found only in Pindar; the first part of the 
compound more commonly is κρατ- (Beekes s.v. κράτος). At Pindar fr. 173.1 we find the similar 
εὐρυαίχµαν, in reference to the Amazons. It is difficult to explain why Heracles, elsewhere 
famous for his use of a club and bow, is referred to as one who fights with a spear. But the spear, 
unlike the club, or even the bow, is associated with armies at war, rather than the sort of one-on-
one battles with monsters and giants that Heracles endures during his labors. καρτεραίχµας 
would then be appropriate for Heracles in his present role of one who is marshaling an army.  
 Even though Heracles is technically the son of Zeus, the patronymic Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδας is 
not problematic. Hesiod makes full use of the epithet Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδης in reference to Heracles 
(Th. 317, Scutum 165, 416, 433, 459), even in the same sentence that he calls Heracles the son of 
Zeus (καὶ τὴν µὲν Διὸς υἱὸς ἐνήρατο νηλέι χαλκῷ | Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδης σὺν ἀρηιφίλῳ Ἰολάῳ | 
Ἡρακλέης βουλῇσιν Ἀθηναίης ἀγελείης , Th. 316-218). Heracles is even referred to as the son of 
Amphitryon at Ol. 3.14, even though Zeus would have been just as appropriate, since the 
mythological exemplum concerns how Heracles furnishes Olympia with trees. Bury astutely 
notes that the references to Heracles, either by his proper name (35), or through references to his 
parents (30, 38), fall at the end of their clauses.   
 
39. ἄνδωκε: In the context of στάντα (37), it seems that the sense of the prefix is “up, upwards.” 
In some authors prior to and contemporary with Pindar, ἀναδίδωµι is used of the earth giving up 
its produce (Anaximander fr. 11.21; Asius fr. 8.2; Aesop Fable 42, version 3, line 9; Anaxagoras 
fr. 62.7). The connotation would fit with the ode’s theme of vegetation, but without another word 
to trigger this denotation, it is best to see the word choice as motivated by the poet’s desire to 
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encourage the visualization of the scene. It is unclear whether Telamon is handing the phiale 
upwards because he is reclining or because of Heracles’ great stature, but either would be 
appropriate for the scene. For the visual character of the sentence, see note on χρυσῷ πεφρικυῖαν 
(40). 
 The verb is emphatic because of its visual aspect, but also because it is an act of giving 
and so a gesture of xenia to a good friend. Not only is it line-initial, it is the only word to precede 
the particle δ’. It is also, notably a complex verb. Pindar has a preference for tmesis when a 
complex verb falls in the sentence-initial position, and he habitually separates the preverb from 
the verb with the conjunction (see note on ἀνὰ δ’ ἄγαγον, 62). The preservation of the complex 
form, especially when followed by δ’, is another marker of emphasis.  
In Pindar ἀνα- (and the prefix ἀνά) is especially prone to apocope (Seymour 1883, 221), 
and this is even more the case when it is followed by a dental (LSJ s.v.): Nem. 6.41 (ἂν τέµενος), 
Nem. 7.83 (ἂν τόδε), Isth. 8.63 (ἂν νάπος), Nem. 7.29 (ἂν ναυσί), although not at Nem. 3.49 (ἂν 
χρόνον), or Isth. 6.41 (ἀνατείναις, rather than ἀντεῖναι, Ol. 7.65). 
 
φέρτατος: when used as an epithet, “matchless” is the best translation (Slater s.v.). While often 
used of soldiers, especially in the Iliad, the connotation is not necessarily martial; cf. “the 
matchless children of Cronus” (φερτάτων Κρονιδᾶν, Ol. 9.56), “the finest words” (λόγων 
φερτάτων, Pyth. 5.48), “the finest water” (φέρτατον ὕδωρ, fr. 104b.2). The martial force is here 
implied by the context, specifically the reference to Heracles as καρτεραίχµαν Ἀµφιτρυωνιάδαν 
(38) and Heracles’ reason for calling on Telamon—to enlist him in his campaign against 
Laomedon. This is appropriate for the quasi-epic tone of this passage, a tone that is also 
exhibited by χεῖρας ἀµάχους (41). 
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 Meter: For the use of brevis in longo to determine period-break at the end of s5, see note 
on τέκος (30) above. 
 
40. οἰνοδόκον: “wine-receiving;” mirroring Heracles’ reception of the phiale and emphasizing 
the generosity of the scene. As Bury notes, οἰνοδόκος is probably a Pindaric coinage. After 
Pindar it is not used until much later, when it appears in Nonnus (14.125, 18.127, 19.304, 20.132, 
44.136, 47.75) and in the Palatine Anthology. Bury cites ἰοδόκος as the model, but –δοκος is 
productive in several compounds in the classical period (θυοδόκος Eur. Andr. 1157, Ion. 511, 
1549; ἱεροδόκος, A. Supp. 363, ἱκεταδόκος, 713; καπνοδόχος , Ar. fr. 94.2; µυστοδόκος, Ar. Nu. 
303), including notably µηλοδόκος (Pyth. 3.27) and πανδόκος (Ol. 3.17, 4.17, Pyth. 8.61). 
 
φιάλαν: The phiale is a shallow bowl used primarily for drink offerings. Because phialae were 
primarily ritual vessels, they tended to be ornate, typically made of some precious metal, and 
often elaborated with figural ornamentation or worked by repoussé (see note on χρυσῷ 
πεφρικυῖαν). Phialae appear several times in Pindar (Ol. 7.1; Pyth. 4.193; Nem. 9.51, 10.43; and 
Isth. 1.20). Of these the closest and most significant parallel occurs at Ol. 7.1. There the phiale, 
which is the first word in the ode, is again depicted as important to sympotic ritual and as an 
emblem of the χάρις (Ol. 7.5). Both passages also feature the handing over of the phiale from 
one friend to another as a gesture of philia.  
 
χρυσῷ πεφρικυῖαν: As with some earlier examples (σάκεσίν τε καὶ ἔγχεσι πεφρικυῖαι, Il. 4.282) 
the stative perfect is effectively present. Hence the literal translation, “rippling with gold” (not, 
as Verity has in his recent translation, “encrusted with gold”). It is a bold metaphor; the bristling 
 165 
denoted by the verb φρίσσω generally connotes horror, surprise or anxiety, and it is used, for 
instance, of an army marching with its spears in Il. 4.282. But the image is also surprisingly 
literal. Because of its popularity, numerous examples of phialae have survived, and these clarify 
the meaning of the description—the patterned, figural decoration that is often worked into the 
surface of a metal phiale. There is, for example, a gold phiale, dated to the 6th-5th centuries, now 
held at the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston (ascension number 21.1843), that illustrates one 
possible elaboration of the basic type—its surface is worked, giving it an organic, scalloped 
shape. This shape also makes the vessel more luminescent. In Pindar gold is associated with light 
(Ol. 1.1-2), and so χρυσῷ πεφρικυῖαν does not describe just the physical surface of the phiale, 
but the shimmering effect of the light that reflects off of it. 
 
Τελαµών: As with Ἡρακλέης (35), the proper name is withheld until the last word of the 
sentence. For the hyperbaton, see note on φέρτατος…Τελαµών (39-40) above.  
 
41. ὁ: Heracles. 
 
ἀνατείναις οὐρανῷ χεῖρας: The same gesture of raising hands while communicating with the 
gods also occurs at Ol. 7.65. This gesture is conventional and is found from Homer to the 
Hellenistic period: χεῖρας ἀνασχών (Il. 1.450), ἐς αἰθέρα χεῖρας ἄειρον (A.R. 1.248). The 
meaning of this gesture can be inferred from the contexts of its use. It is found in addresses and 
solemn prayers to the gods and is tied to the belief that the gods inhabit the ether, and the raised 
arms literally point to their habitation. As a gesture this is equivalent to the use of epithets or the 
naming of the invoked god’s domain—the success of the prayer is contingent on singling out the 
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god to whom the prayer is offered with complete specificity. It is also worth noting that in 
prayers to chthonic gods, arms were outstretched towards the ground. At Il. 1.351, Achilles 
stretches out his arms (χεῖρας ὀρεγνύς) to the sea while appealing to his mother for help. Another 
parallel are sacrifices: for celestial gods the rising smoke of the roasted sacrificial meat rises and 
for chthonic gods the blood falls from the victim into a dug pit (Scullion 1994, 76). The upwards 
gesture also recalls ἄνδωκε (39).  
 
41. οὐρανῷ: ἀνατείνω takes a prepositional phrase to express direction at Nem. 5.51 (πρὸς 
ζυγόν) but with verbs of movement, the dative alone can stand for πρός with the accusative. For 
the dative used without a preposition to express motion towards, especially when governed by a 
complex verb, see Schwyzer 2.156-157. For datives as secondary complements with verbs of 
motion, see Hummel 1993, §132. 
 
χεῖρας ἀµάχους: “unconquerable hands.” Despite the sympotic setting, the epithet is appropriate 
to Heracles’ mission—to enlist Telamon for the expedition against Laomedon. Moreover, the 
epithet enhances the epic tone of the passage, as does the metonymical phrasing—ἀµάχους rather 
than ἄµαχος. But also important is that hands are symbolic for the strength of pancratiasts, and 
they often appear in athletic inscriptions (cf. ῥώµην δὲ χερῶν ἐπ[έ]δ̣[ι]ξ[αν], Ebert 40.3; ὅτ’ εἶδέ 
µε παιδὸς ἐν ἀκµῇ | τὴν ἀνδρῶν ἀρετὴν χερσὶν ἐνενκάµενον, Ebert 76.B3-4). Bury notes the 
parallel expression χεῖρες ἄαπτοι that is found throughout Homer, and especially in the formulaic 
phrase µένος καὶ χεῖρας ἀάπτους (Il. 7.309, 12.166, 13.318, 17.638; Od. 11.502).  
 Meter: on the resolution of the longum, see note on ὑψίθρονον (16) above. 
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42. αὔδασε: The denominative verb αὐδάω (from αὐδή) is more or less unconnoted. It is used of 
the speech of men (Pyth. 4.232) and of gods (Nem. 10.89). It is also not restricted to acts of 
prayer and is used to denote the language of praise at Ol. 1.7 (µηδ’ Ὀλυµπίας ἀγῶνα φέρτερον 
αὐδάσοµεν) as well as a truthful statement at Ol. 2.92 (αὐδάσοµαι ἐνόρκιον λόγον). It is possible 
that αὔδασε stresses the volume of Heracles’ prayer, as at Il. 5.786 (ὃς τόσον αὐδήσασχ’ ὅσον 
ἄλλοι πεντήκοντα), but as in the Iliadic passage, an adverbial phrase would be expected to 
clarify this meaning. 
 
τοιοῦτον ἔπος: τοιοῦτος can be used with either anaphoric force (µὴ νῦν λαλάγει τὰ τοιαῦτ’, Ol. 
9.40; τοὶ µὲν ἀλλάλοισιν ἀµεπβόµενοι | γάρυον τοιαῦτ’, Pyth. 4.93-94; τοιαῦτα µέν | ἐφθέγχατ’ 
Ἀµφιάρηος, Pyth. 8.55) or cataphoric force (εἶπεν ἐν Θήβαισι τοιοῦτόν τι ἔπος, Ol. 6.16 and 
here). It is an example of Deixis am Phantasma—indexed to something intratextual without any 
exophoric force. This is opposed to demonstrative uses of ὁ (ἡ, τό) and οὗτος (αὕτη, τοῦτο), 
which can be exophoric. The phrase τοιοῦτον ἔπος is reminiscent of Homer, who, however, uses 
the formulaic phrase Ὣς οἳ µὲν τοιαῦτα πρὸς ἀλλήλους ἀγόρευον to close off passages of direct 
speech (Il 5.274; Od. 1.47).  
 The last syllable of τοιοῦτον must be long to accommodate the meter. The MMS read τι 
ἔπος, and accordingly –ον makes position at the expense of making the line hypermetrical. 
Triclinius attempts to solve this problem by emending τι to an elided τ(ε). But the connective has 
no place here. Pauw, as often, emends to γ’; but this is a meaningless stopgap measure. Better is 
Heyne’s reading, which eliminates τι altogether. Heyne points out that –ον makes position 
because of the digamma on ἔπος. Alternatively, Fennell sees –ον as an example of optional 
lengthening before a liquid, which seems to me the better explanation. 
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ἔπος: Like αὐδάω, ἔπος is unconnoted in Pindar, and it does not show the distinction between 
ἔπος and µῦθος that Martin (1989, 1-42) has identified in Homer. Here it refers to direct speech, 
or perhaps prayer, but it can refer to anything from prophecy (Pyth. 4.9), to encomiastic speech 
(Pyth. 2.66; Isth. 1.46), to song (Ol. 9.47, although this use is often marked by the plural form; 
Slater s.v.), or just to words in general (Ol. 1.86). Context alone clarifies the type of speech 
denoted by ἔπος. See also ἔπος (67).  
 
42. εἴ ποτ’ ἐµᾶν, ὦ Ζεῦ πατέρ...τελέσαι: The truth-value of the apodosis is not contingent on 
the truth-value of the protasis; rather, the condition has illocutionary force. Rijksbaron (2006, 67 
n. 1) observes that in conditions such as this, the protasis specifies “a condition for the 
appropriateness of (putting forward) that clause [i.e. the apodosis].” This is the conventional 
phrasing of hypomneses in prayers, evident in the earliest prayer in the literature at Il. 1.37-42, 
and it is preferred for its inherent deference.  
In phrasing the request as an indirect command, rather than aorist 2nd-person imperative, 
Pindar makes a rhetorically motivated variation on the established model. Pelops’ request at Ol. 
1.75-78 shows the commoner construction, where the request, put in the 2nd person imperative, 
forms the apodosis. 
 Φίλια δῶρα Κυπρίας  
ἄγ’ εἴ τι, Ποσείδαον, ἐς χάριν  
τέλλεται, πέδασον ἔγχος Οἰνοµάου χάλκεον, 
ἐµὲ δ’ ἐπὶ ταχυτάτων πόρευσον ἁρµάτων 
ἐς Ἆλιν, κράτει δὲ πέλασον.  
 
In the protasis Pelops presents the reason why his request for Poseidon’s help is appropriate—the 
gifts of Cypria do in fact count for something—and requests that Poseidon stay Oenomaus’ 
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spear, convey him to Elis, and grant him victory. But at Isth. 6.42-49, Heracles intercedes on 
Telamon’s behalf; the request is made on the basis of the relationship of reciprocity between 
Zeus and Heracles, not Zeus and Telamon. It is then the act of requesting, rather than the content 
of the request itself, that has the focus.145 By subordinating the request as an indirect command to 
the verb of requesting, Heracles is emphasizing that it is his role as intercessor that is most 
salient to the appropriateness of the request, and most crucial for its fulfillment. For illocutionary 
conditionals, see Wakker 1994, 236-256. For λίσσοµαι and other verbs of requesting followed by 
imperatives, see Hummel 1993, §345. 
 
42-43. ἐµᾶν...ἀρᾶν: Typically with verbs of hearing, the genitive denotes not something heard, 
but the source of that thing (Schwyzer 2.105-106).146 Exceptions to this rule are found in Homer 
(Il. 22.447; Od. 12.265, 21.383). But standing in the way of construing the genitive here as an 
uncommon alternative to the accusative is that typically Pindar only uses alternative forms when 
they are convenient for the meter; here the accusative and genitive forms are metrically 
equivalent. A possible explanation is that ἐµᾶν...ἀρᾶν is a condensed equivalent of ἐµοῦ 
ἀρωµένου, and as often in condensed passages (see note on ὡς ὅτε, 1), conventional syntax is 
followed less strictly. Alternatively, the genitive might be used to indicate that ἄκουσας here 
means “heed” rather than “hear,” as at Od. 4.767 (ἔκλυεν ἀρῆς).  
 The hyperbaton frames and stresses the apostrophe to Zeus Pater. For the significance of 
the epithet and the reason why it is emphasized, see note on ὦ Ζεῦ πάτερ below.  
                                                
145 It is worth noting the coherence of the basis of the hypomnesis and the request. Pelops asks 
for Poseidon’s help in obtaining a marriage based on Poseidon’s affection towards himself. 
Heracles’ request focuses on the verb of praying (λίσσοµαι) on the basis that Zeus has in the past 
willingly listened to Heracles’ prayers. 
146 Hummel (1993, §120) compares φωνὰν ἀκούειν (Ol. 6.66) without comment. 
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42. ὦ Ζεῦ πάτερ: In longer prayers, both stand-alone examples of the genre and those inserted 
into longer compositions, for example, the beginning of Isth. 5, the speaker begins by invoking 
the desired deity. These invocations tend to be very specific, identifying the god or gods by name 
and often even the manifestation of the god that is of special relevance for the content of the 
request. The purpose is to give the prayer the greatest chance of success by attempting to 
guarantee that the appropriate god is mindful of it. The conventional mention of the god’s 
epithets, genealogy, the people that he patronizes, the places that he habitually visits, and the 
powers that he wields are all a consequence of this desire for specificity (Race 1990, 85-86). But 
Pindar uses direct speech very economically, and here the conventional invocation is compressed 
and inserted into the hypomnesis, which uncharacteristically begins the prayer.147 Heracles’ 
invocation of Zeus is almost entirely free of elaboration, except the vocative appositive noun 
πάτερ. Zeus is often referred to as πάτερ, even by mortal men—not only did he literally father 
many of the Olympians, he is also the father of many heroes and the head of the Olympian 
household. But this word has special resonance here. Zeus is in fact the true father of Heracles, 
and Heracles’ hypomnesis is designed to convince Zeus to grant his request not only on the 
grounds of a continuing, reciprocal relationship (that Zeus has willingly listened to Heracles’ 
prayers in the past), but also on the grounds of their father/son relationship. Moreover, this 
vocative foreshadows Heracles’ request that Telamon have a great son, and with the reminder of 
Zeus’ role as father, Heracles seeks to make him sympathetic to a request for a son. 
 
                                                
147 Although, see Pelops’ prayer at Ol. 1.75-76 for another example of a hymn fronted by a 
hypomnesis. 
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42. πάτερ: The sense-pause that follows ὦ Ζεῦ πάτερ coincides with the period-break. For the 
brevis in longo, see note on κάτα (8) above. 
 
43. θυµῷ θέλων: Although θυµῷ is technically a dative of manner clarifying the nominative 
participle, it is best to render the translation loosely, “with a willing heart.” θυµός has a variety 
of possible denotations in Pindar and elsewhere in Greek poetry, potentially expressing any 
strong emotion, either positive or negative. Here it stands for, as Bury describes it, “the 
propitious humor” of Zeus. The Iliad makes it clear that gods harbor strong feelings of empathy 
even for their mortal offspring, and θυµῷ indicates that Zeus’ compliance with Heracles’ wishes 
is not due simply to a pre-existing relationship of reciprocity, but because Zeus is emotionally 
invested in Heracles’ well-being. 
 Manuscript D reads θυµόν. This perhaps came about first by a parablepsis to θέλων, 
causing the mistaken form θυµῶν, which was then revised to θυµόν by a later scribe who saw a 
transitive verb (ἄκουσας) but no accusative direct object to go with it.  
  
43. ἄκουσας: not “heard” as Slater (s.v.) and most modern translations have it, but “heeded.” 
The use of ἀκούω in the semantically broadened sense of “to obey” or “to comply with” is well 
established, and what is at issue here is that Zeus has in the past granted requests made by 
Heracles. That it takes an objective genitive, rather than accusative direct object, allows us to 
identify this marked use of ἀκούω. For a parallel use, see Od. 4.767 (ἔκλυεν ἀρῆς).  
 
44. νῦν: The meter and the line- and sentence-initial placement of the adverb guarantees that it is 
the strong non-enclitic form. The request is made as the apodosis of the condition, and 
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immediately the poet draws a contrast between the past of the hypomnesis (ποτ’, 42) and the 
present of the request (νῦν). This contrast motivates the use of the strong form of the adverb and 
its forceful repetition.  
 
εὐχαῖς ὑπὸ θεσπεσίαις: Fennell interprets this prepositional phrase as having instrumental force, 
and he notes a parallel use of the ὑπό with the dative at Ol. 5.5-6 (βωµοὺς ἓξ διδύµους ἐγέραρεν 
ἑορταῖς θεῶν µεγίσταις | ὑπὸ βουθυσίαις ἀέθλων τε πεµπαµέροις ἁµίλλαις). An alternative is 
proposed by Bury, who sees submission as the primary meaning (“Zeus must yield to the assault 
of his son’s powerful prayers”). For this he cites Pyth. 3.10 (δαµεῖσα χρυσέοις τόξοισιν ὕπ’ 
Ἀρτέµιδος). Of these, Fennell’s is more convincing. But Fennell also calls the instrumental use 
of ὑπό “unusual,” which is not exactly true, as Silvia Luraghi (2003, 228) has explained. The 
locative use of the dative can sometimes simultaneously denote instrumentality, as in Il. 5.653 
(ἐµῷ δ’ ὑπὸ δουρὶ δαµέντα), where Tlepolemos, the referent of δαµέντα, is said to be vanquished 
physically under the spear of Sarpedon and at the same time, by the spear of Sarpedon. This 
same use is classified synchronically by Smyth (§1494) as an impersonal or inanimate inflection 
of the use of ὑπό to mark the agent of a passive verb. But as a rule, where ὑπό with the dative 
expresses instrumentality, this is a secondary denotation dependent on the locative meaning; ὑπό 
with the dative cannot express instrumentality exclusively, as διά with the genitive can. The only 
apparent alternative would be to construe ὑπό with the dative as having causal force, an example 
of which Luraghi finds in Il. 13.588-590 (ὡς δ’ ὅτ’ ἀπὸ πλατέος πτυόφιν µεγάλην κατ’ ἀλωὴν | 
θρῷσκωσιν κύαµοι µελανόχροες ἢ ἐρέβινθοι, | πνοιῇ ὕπο λιγυρῇ καὶ λικµητῆρος ἐρωῇ). But this 
interpretation is untenable—we cannot say that Heracles is making his request (λίσσοµαι) 
because of his prayers. So without an alternative, it is best to see the current use as an exception 
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to the rule outlined by Luraghi, and to render ὑπό as expressing instrumentality, “with divine 
prayers.”  
  
εὐχαῖς: The plural form is used, despite the fact that Heracles is referring to this prayer alone. 
Greek uses the singular and plural forms of speech words with a great deal of freedom. Even 
references to single, unified statements, such as this one, can be made with plural nouns, because 
these statements are still composed of multiple words. The plural form is even more appropriate 
to the current prayer, which comprises multiple requests. 
 
ὑπό: In all modern editions, the preposition is accented on the ultima, even though it follows the 
word that it governs. This is allowed because the following modifier agrees with that noun in 
case, number, and gender. This is not the case, for example, at Pyth. 3.10 (δαµεῖσα χρυσέοις 
τόξοισιν ὕπ’ Ἀρτέµιδος). On the other hand, we do have examples of anastrophic forms, such as 
πνοιῇ ὕπο λιγυρῇ (Il. 13.590), which show that there are no hard and fast rules governing 
accentuation in these circumstances. Pietro Bortone (2010, 139-140) points out that anastrophic 
forms were archaizing even in the early archaic period, and that no clear evidence for how to 
accentuate these forms can be gleaned from papyri or the work of ancient grammarians. See also 
Irigoin 1953, esp. 94. 
 
θεσπεσίαις: “divinely sounding,” since, with the exception of Pyth. 12.13 (ἤτοι τό τε θεσπέσιον 
Φόρκοι’ ἀµαύρωσεν γένος), this adjective is only used of prayer and song and in Pindar (Slater 
s.v.). The manuscripts read θεσπεσίαν, which Ceporinus corrected to the dative plural form. This 
emendation is confirmed by the scholiast’s paraphrase and by the sense of the passage. 
 174 
 
45. παῖδα θρασύν: The adjective is attributive; Heracles requests that Zeus grant Telamon a 
brave son, rather than that he make Telamon’s son brave. This is determined by the word order—
if θρασύν were a predicate adjective (“I ask that you make brave the son from Eriboea”) it would 
intervene awkwardly between the noun (παῖδα) and its modifier (ἐξ Ἐριβοίας). The adjective 
prefigures the second part of Heracles’ request, that this son be strong and brave.  
 
ἐξ Ἐριβοίας: The mention of the mother’s name has been taken as an indication of her presence 
at the banquet and so a suggestion that the setting of the myth is Telamon’s wedding; married 
women, after all, typically attended only wedding banquets.148 The difficulty with this 
interpretation has been explained in the note on lines 35-36 above. It is worth noting that the 
absence of a spatial deictic referring to Eriboea might instead indicate that she is not present. The 
actual motivation for mentioning Eriboea is not the context of the symposium, but the rhetoric of 
the prayer. It is essential when making requests of a divinity to specify precisely what is being 
requested, just as it is necessary to specify the god of whom the request is being made (see note 
on ὦ Ζεῦ πάτερ, 42). Heracles wants this child to reinforce the link between his and Telamon’s 
houses (ξεῖνον ἁµὸν µοιρίδιον) and so he requests specifically that the child be the legitimate 
offspring of Telamon and his wife Eriboea. It is also possible that Eriboea is mentioned to clarify 
from the outset that the son that Heracles is wishing for is in fact Ajax, not Teucer, whose mother 
was Hesione. On Ajax as the legitimate son of Telamon, see Gantz 1993, 225. 
 
                                                
148 Indegaard 2011, 311. 
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46. ἀνδρὶ τῷδε ξεῖνον ἁµὸν µοιρίδιον: τῷδε is Triclinius’ emendation of τοίδε, which we find 
in MS B. D has the much more corrupt ἀνδρὶ τόνδε κεῖνον ἁµόν. κεῖνον is certainly wrong; ξ is 
needed to lengthen the preceding syllable. This passage has troubled a number of textual critics, 
and many emendations have been offered. The root of the problem, besides the various readings, 
is the syntax of the passage, specifically the dual accusatives παῖδα and ξεῖνον. The former is 
generally understood as the object of τελέσαι. This leaves the status of ξεῖνον uncertain, and 
different explanations of it have been offered. The scholiast takes ξεῖνον as another direct 
object—to bring forth a child…and to bring forth a guest-friend—which Bury criticizes on the 
grounds that there are no conjunctions linking these two nouns. Bury also rejects, correctly, the 
interpretation of Hermann, Boeckh and Dissen that σε λίσσοµαι παῖδα could mean, “I ask thee 
for a son,” and that ξεῖνον τελέσαι could be equivalent to a result clause following on that 
request. But the emendations that have been offered with a view towards eliminating the 
grammatical difficulty disturb the meaning of the text and violate fundamental practices of text 
criticism. Heyne proposes ξείνῳ ἀµῷ, as an appositive modifier of ἀνδρὶ, despite the hiatus and 
the fact that this would make ἀνδρί superfluous. Bothe (1808, 306) has ξυνὸν αἷµα, which is 
adopted and further elaborated by Bergk as ξυνόδαµον in a wild rewriting of the text. Hartung’s 
(1855-1856) τῷδ’, ὃν ξεῖνον ἷκον is inapposite to the context. Rauchenstein (1864, 679-680) 
proposes ξεινοτίµῳ, which senselessly strands the accusative adjective µοιρίδιον. Lindau (1847, 
177) and Schnitzer’s (1866, 290) ξένιον ἀµόν does not solve the problem of the accusative, but it 
does introduce a metrical irregularity. Fennell considers Ξεῖν’, ἆµαρ, despite the strange 
postponement of the suggested vocative to an unemphatic, late place in the sentence. Schwickert 
(1891, 3) suggests ἄνδρα τόνδε, but the spatial demonstrative would here be referring to a not-
yet-existing Ajax. Mezger (1866, 8-9), like Schnitzer, somehow sees the wished-for son as a 
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guest-gift of Heracles, and proposes ξείνιόν µου µοιρίδιον. All of these emendations cause more 
problems than they solve. It is much better to construe παῖδα θρασύν as the direct object in the 
indirect command and ξεῖνον ἁµόν as a noun-phrase in apposition to it. 
 
ἀνδρὶ τῷδε: referring to Telamon. The phrase recalls the earlier reference to Lampon (ἀνδρὸς 
φίλου, 18) in Pindar’s prayer for Lampon’s continued prosperity (16-18). The use of the spatial 
demonstrative is significant for the context—prayers must be as precise as possible, and so 
Heracles is making absolutely clear with τῷδε who should be the recipient of this child. For the 
use of the spatial deictic demonstrative, see notes on τάνδ’…νᾶσον (21), τόδε δέρµα (47), and 
τάνδε πόλιν (65). For the importance of specificity to prayers, see notes on ὦ Ζεῦ πάτερ (42) and 
ἐξ Ἐριβοίας (45). 
 
ξεῖνον ἁµόν: Ajax is a member of the generation of heroes after Heracles, and no myths feature 
the two together. But the relationship of xenia is depicted in myth as hereditary (Il. 6.119-236), 
and Heracles’ wish is not just that he and the future Ajax remain guest-friends, but that their 
families remain bound by the religiously affirmed institution of xenia. The hereditary nature of 
these xenia-relationships is perhaps one reason why Heracles stresses that the child that he is 
requesting be a legitimate son of Telamon (see note on ἐξ Ἐριβοίας, 45). But Heracles’ focus on 
xenia is due at least in part to Pindar’s depiction of Heracles and his wish as parallel to himself 
and his epinician ode. An interest in xenia, and in praising those who support this institution (cf. 
ξένων εὐεργεσίαις, 70) is commonplace in the epinicia because it underlies the entire system of 
Panhellenic aristocracy and because without proxenia, the Pan-Hellenic crown games and 
perhaps even epinician poetry would be impossible.  
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ξεῖνον: Pindar uses both Homeric forms, ξειν- and ξεν- (but not Aeolic ξένν-) without a 
difference in meaning. Similar to the case of Ὀλυµπ- (18), both the short vowel and spurious 
diphthong would originally have been written as Ε, making meter the only indication of the 
length of the syllable. See Braswell 1988, 114 n. 35b. 
 
ἁµόν: An abbreviated form of ἁµέτερον (Gildersleeve 1885, lxxxiv), and so the long first 
syllable. The use of the plural for singular is a common feature of Greek poetics and the use of 
ἡµέτερος for ἐµός is well established in Homer (Wackernagel 2009, 134-135 and 134 n. 1). In 
Pindar, ἁµόν always has a singular referent (Pyth. 3.41, 4.27, Nem. 3.9).  
 The manuscripts do not agree on the spiritus, with B reading ἀµόν and D ἁµόν. 
Braswell’s (1988, 105 n. 27e) explanation is definitive. D is correct, based on the analogy of 
Aeolic pronouns and the related possessive adjectives: ὔµµες corresponds to ὑµός, and so ἄµµες 
should correspond to ἁµός. He explains further that the wrong accent likely entered the 
manuscript tradition because of ἐµός, which Pindar uses (following Homer’s practice) as a 
metrically convenient alternative form to ἀ̄µος. Hence ἐµᾶν at 42. 
 
µοιρίδιον: Elsewhere, for example at Pyth. 4.255, µοιρίδιος can have the connotation of 
“doomed” (LSJ, although this interpretation is disputable). But this is not an out-of-place 
reference to the ignominious death of Ajax, and the adjective should be rendered with the more 
neutral “fated.” This modifier is strikingly tendentious, since it is Zeus and the Fates who are 
aware of what is destined, not Heracles. But the adjective does recall the laudator’s analogous 
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wish at lines 16-18, where he calls on the Clotho and the other Fates to grant the request of 
Lampon. 
 
46. τελέσαι: Original geminate sigmas (τελέσσαι) are generally retained in non-Attic dialects 
(Buck 1955, §83), but Pindar treats τελέσσαι and τελέσαι as metrically convenient alternatives 
(cf. τελέσσαι, Pyth. 3.9). Similar are the variants of single and geminate intervocalic ρ, on which 
see Braswell (1988, 281-282 n. 198b). 
 
47. τὸν µὲν ἄρρηκτον φυάν: Heracles continues his prayer by elaborating on the character of the 
son that he has wished for, first with a request that he be strong (47-48) and then that he be bold 
(49). Both of these build on the initial description παῖδα θρασύν (45). The verb is missing from 
the main clause of in line 47. The easiest solution is supply τέλεσον, the imperatival form of 
τελέω, which is indicated by the previous sentence ending with τελέσαι. On this reading τόν is an 
anaphoric demonstrative serving as a pronoun, ἄρρηκτον is predicative, and φυάν is an 
accusative of respect. 
The reading in the MSS is sound. But the unnecessary emendation τὰν µέν has been 
made by Heyne and Mezger. This reading is followed also by Christ and Bury. Bury offers the 
fullest explanation—the primary contrast is between the φυάν and θυµός (49) of Ajax, and the 
feminine τὰν µέν is necessary to emphasize this. But this is incorrect. First, the conjunction δ’ in 
line 49 is additive, not contrastive. Second, µέν in the second position applies to the entire 
sentence, not just to τόν, as particles in second position frequently do. Third, Bury takes τὰν 
ἄρρηκτον φυάν as a single noun in apposition to παῖδα, but this is wrong—µέν marks τόν as 
beginning a new sentence, which precludes apposition. 
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τόν: A pronominal use of the demonstrative.  
 
µέν: Looks forward to the additive δ’ in line 49. Together, these two particles correlate the last 
two parts of Heracles’ request. 
 
ἄρρηκτον: “invulnerable.” It has been noted (Fennell ad loc.) that this perhaps alludes to a myth 
in which Heracles finds the infant Ajax in the home of Telamon, and as an act of guest 
friendship, wraps the infant Ajax in the skin of the Nemean lion in order to imbue him with its 
invincibility (Lycophron 455-456 and schol. ad loc.). Besides Lycophron, the earliest attestation 
of this story is found in Pindar, at least according to a scholiast’s remarks on the hypothesis of 
Sophocles’ Ajax (lines 58-60). Regardless of how Ajax is made invincible, whether through 
Heracles’ prayer or the sympathetic magic of the lion skin, his near invincibility is known even 
in early accounts of his suicide, where the sword that the hero attempts to impale himself on does 
not at first penetrate his skin (Aeschylus fr. 83).  
 
φυάν: Bury et al. take this as the direct object of a supplied τελέσαι. But it is worth noting that in 
Homer, φυή occurs exclusively in the singular accusative form, and is used primarily as an 
accusative of respect (LSJ) in passages like this one. While the use is expanded after Homer to 
include the full complement of cases and to denote the physical bodies not only of men but also 
of plants and animals, because of the epicizing character of this passage it is best to see this 
example as adhering to the epic use. 
 Meter: For a potential period-break after φυάν, see note on καλῶν (22) above. 
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47-48: ὥσπερ…θηρός: All modern translators take a certain liberty in rendering this sentence. It 
is intuited that the comparison is between the invincibility of Heracles’ lion skin and the 
invincibility of Ajax’s physique. To draw out this comparison, this sentence is generally 
rendered as though µε νῦν περιπλανᾶται were either an attributive participial phrase, as Race’s 
“as this hide now wrapped around me,” or in a relative clause, as Burnett’s (2009), “like to this 
pelt that enwraps me.”  Perhaps one reason for the consistency of these translations is that every 
other example of ὥσπερ in Pindar (Ol. 7.79, Pyth. 1.91) has the particle introducing a single 
substantive, and since τόδε δέρµα follows right after ὥσπερ, this example seems at first to accord 
with the others. But if a strict translation of this line is sought, this is problematic; ὥσπερ here is 
governing an entire clause. To capture this, the translation would need to be “[And bring it to 
pass (τελέσαι) that] he is invulnerable in his physique, just as the hide of the beast here now 
envelops me [and makes me invulnerable].” But the strict interpretation of the sentence makes 
the comparison out to be somewhat odd—Heracles would not be comparing the skin to Ajax, but 
the skin to Zeus, as the source of Ajax’s invincibility. It seems likely then that this is another 
example of comparatio compendiaria (see note on ὡς ὅτε, 1), and that the sense of the sentence 
is best captured with a paraphrase rather than a strict translation—“just as the skin of the beast 
here that now enwraps me.” 
 
τόδε δέρµα: This noun gains emphasis from its pre-particle, clause-initial position. The word 
order of CLAUSAL PARTICLE + TOPIC NOUN + ENCLITIC/PARTICLE is conventional, 
and even though it problematizes the interpretation of the sentence (see note on ὥσπερ…θηρός, 
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47-48), it is much better than Pauw’s emendation δέρµ’ ὅ µε. For the importance of spatial 
deictics in prayers, see note on ἀνδρὶ τῷδε (46).  
 
µε νῦν: Looks forward to ποτ’ (48)—the lion skin is an emblem of rewards of past 
accomplishment that endure into the present. µε νῦν is Stephanus’ emendation of the 
manuscripts’ µίµνοι.  
 
περιπλανᾶται: The word choice is extraordinary. This is the first occurrence of περιπλανάοµαι 
in Greek literature. In Herodotus (4.151) it is used of messengers roaming around Crete, and 
Apollodorus (3.5) uses it of Dionysus, driven made by Hera, in his wanderings around Egypt and 
Syria. Xenophon (Cyr. 1.3.5) uses it to denote a state of mental confusion. The last of these is 
also expressed by the simplex form, for instance at S. OC 316. No other complex form of 
πλανάω/πλανάοµαι exhibits the meaning that we have here. Bury then is likely correct in seeing 
the vividness of the word not just in the loose fall of the garment, but in an allusion to the roving 
beast that it came from. 
Standard Doric actually follows the contraction rule ᾰε > η (Buck 1955, §41), rather than 
ᾰε > α, which is characteristic of Attic-Ionic and, as can be seen here, Pindar’s own practice. In 
addition to the preservation of original α, which characterizes all Doric literature from Alcman to 
choral lyric, Pindar’s use of the Attic-Ionic rule for ᾰε contraction makes his language extremely 
rich in alphas. 
 Meter: The short linking syllable (⏑ – ⏑ – –) has a precedent in line 22 (=e4); see note on 
σχέρῳ (22) above. 
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πάµπρωτον: A substantive use, in apposition to the preceding ὅν. As the first of Heracles’ 
labors, the killing of the Nemean Lion carries special significance. Besides being an early 
testament to his inborn arete, it is also the event that equips him with his most recognizable 
iconography—his lion skin cloak, and in some accounts, his club (Theoc. 25). Fennell notes a 
similar phrase in Bacch. 9.8-9 (περι[κλει]τῶν ἀέθλων | πρῶτον [Ἡ]ρ[α]κλεῖ βαρύφθογγον 
λέοντα). But especially apropos are lines 3-4 (ἐν Νεµέᾳ µὲν πρῶτον, ὦ Ζεῦ, | τὶν ἄωτον 
δεξάµενοι στεφάνων).   
 
ἀέθλων: The depiction of Heracles’ labors as contests dates back to Hesiod (ἳς Ἡρακλῆος, 
τελέσας στονόεντας ἀέθλους, Th. 951). With ἀέθλων Pindar recalls εὐαέθλου (3) and maps 
Heracles’ labors onto athletic accomplishment, as he did with Troy in line 28 (ἥρωσι µόχθον; see 
Bury ad loc.). 
 Meter: External responsion requires αε to be scanned as a single syllable here. See note 
on εὐαέθλου (3) above. 
 
ποτ’: As David Young (1983) has noted, ποτέ is frequently found in passages that commemorate 
past victories, both in epinician poetry and in inscriptional dedications. Here Heracles 
appropriates this commemorative language to describe his own labors. See note on νῦν (47). 
 
ἐν Νεµέᾳ: Not strictly necessary to inform the audience—it is clear from line 37 that the skin 
that Heracles is talking about is that of the Nemean line. But together with πάµπρωτον, ἐν Νεµέᾳ 
perhaps serves to recall the victory of Pytheas mentioned in line 3.  
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49: θυµὸς δ’ ἑπέσθω: “And let his spirit match [his physique].” Heracles concludes his wish 
with the emphatic request that Telamon’s son also be bold, and so reiterates his earlier call for a 
παῖδα θρασύν (45). 19th-century scholars, including Mezger, Donaldson, Bury and Fennell, are 
inclined to construe an implied θηρός with θυµός (“the heart of the lion”), but this is over-
reading. ἕποµαι here, and at Ol. 2.22 and Nem. 3.29 means “to be in accordance with” (Slater 
s.v.), and so the sense is complete and there is no need to supply any additional words, except 
perhaps, some equivalent of the expected dative φυᾷ. Heracles’ wish is not composed 
climactically—the vast majority is concerned with the physique of Ajax, and the second part of 
the wish, that his heart also be great, is added almost as an addendum. This deviates from 
Pindar’s habit of emphasizing the second part of a pair or the last element of the series. The 
reason for this is Pindar’s careful organization of the linear progression of the odes. In order to 
maintain the forward momentum of the Gedankengang, new ideas, phrases, sentences and 
sections of text generally respond to what immediately preceded. He avoids backtracking to an 
earlier point in the text to pick up a point of reference because this would compromise the 
linearity of the composition. In situations where one section follows another but is not logically 
or narratologically dependent on it, techniques of oral subterfuge, or as Miller (1993b) calls it, 
the associative mode, are used to maintain the linearity of the text. But here θυµὸς δ’ ἑπέσθω 
rounds out the direct speech, and since what follows does not respond to this sentence, but 
resumes the narrative voice from line 42, there is no formal need for the climactic structure.  
 
θυµός: Here, “bold spirit.” The θυµός of the lion is proverbial, as its frequent occurrence in 
Homeric similes attests (for instance, Il. 5.135-136). At Isth. 4.45-47, Pindar praises the 
victorious pancratiast Melissus for having the spirit of a lion (τόλµᾳ γὰρ εἰκώς | θυµὸν 
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ἐριβρεµετᾶν θηρῶν λεόντων ἐν πόνῳ). In the myth, Ajax is analogous to the victor Phylacidas, 
and it can be inferred that, through the analogy, Pindar is praising Phylacidas, a victor in the 
pancratium, for his own lion’s spirit. For the range of emotions denoted by θυµός, see note on 
θυµῷ θέλων (43), and for Heracles’ fight with the Nemean lion as a pancratium bout, see note on 
ἐν ῥινῷ λέοντος  (37). 
 
ἑπέσθω: The use of ἕποµαι to denote “to be in accordance” or “agree with” is well attested. In 
Pindar it also occurs at Ol. 2.22 (ἕπεται δὲ λόγος εὐθρόνοις Κάδµοιο κούραις) and Nem. 3.29 
(ἕπεται δὲ λόγῳ δίκας ἄωτος) (Slater s.v.) and it occurs in Plato as well (ἑπόµενα σωφροσύνῃ, 
Pl. Lg. 632c; LSJ). In each case ἕποµαι, as usual, takes a dative, which indicates an omitted φυᾷ 
here. 
 
ταῦτ’ ἄρα οἱ φαµένῳ: The epic convention of closing off direct speech with a verb of speech 
and an anaphoric pronoun indexed to what was just said is appropriate for the epicizing, 
mythological narrative. But Pindar innovates on the Homeric model, in which the speech-verb is 
usually either a finite main verb, for instance, the very common ὣς φάτο, or a nominative 
participle, such as φαµένη (Il. 5.835), which is equivalent in sense to the paratactic φάτο καί (see 
note on φαµένῳ below). But here the speech verb is phrased as a participle in an oblique case, to 
achieve economy of language—with this phrasing Pindar is able to nod to this epic convention 
without spending an entire sentence of his narrative on it. 
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ταῦτ’: Because the deictic has a clear anaphoric reference, it relieves the sentence of the need of 
a conjunction. For the use of plural nouns to refer to single acts of speech, see note on εὐχαῖς 
(44).  
 
ἄρα: ἄρα has effectively two functions: 1. it draws attention to a statement that introduces a new 
piece of, often sensory, information, or 2. it marks a passage as continuing, logically or 
narratologically, from what preceded. The current use is an instance of the latter. Specifically, it 
is an example of resumptive ἄρα so often found after lengthy passages of direct speech (Slater 
s.v.). In statements such as ὣς ἄρα εἰπών, ἄρα marks the resumption of the narrative voice that 
preceded the direct speech. But this particular use of resumptive ἄρα is so conventional from 
Homer onwards that it is perhaps best to see it as a sort of verbalization of a closing quotation 
mark, motivated by a need to mark the boundaries of direct speech in performative genres like 
epic and lyric where voices are not differentiated by unique vocalizations.   
 
φαµένῳ: The action is prior to that of πέµπψεν. The present participle can express anteriority 
because it stands in for an imperfect finite verb. In the imperfect, φαµί generally has aorist sense, 
rather than true imperfect sense, for which the iterative form φάσκω was used (Sihler §456.3). In 
this passage Pindar follows the Homeric usage. Homer often follows direct speech with φάµενος 
(or φαµένη, Il. 5.835) and another verb in the aorist, and in each case the participle is to be taken 
as prior to the finite verb (as in ὣς φάµενος προέηκε [βέλος], Il. 5.290). The middle voice has 
active sense. The dative denotes the one to whom the eagle is sent (cf. ἀεθλοφόροις | ἀνδράσιν 
πέµπων, Ol. 7.7-8 
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πέµψεν: The use of the aorist of πέµπω stresses the completion of the action, whereas the 
imperfect denotes the act of sending, regardless of whether the object is actually received 
(Braswell 1988, n. 178a). As such, it is often possible to identify a correlation between the 
imperfect form of verb and the perspective of the sender, and the aorist form of the verb and the 
perspective of the recipient, as is the case here.  
 
θεός: For the brevis in longo, see note on πόλις (24) above. 
 
50. ἀρχὸν οἰωνῶν µέγαν αἰετόν: For pairs in which the second, specific term, here µέγαν 
αἰετόν, clarifies the first more abstract term, ἀρχὸν οἰωνῶν, see note on ἐς Τροΐαν (28). 
 
ἀρχὸν οἰωνῶν: Unlike ὄρνις, which denotes “bird” as a type of animal (see note on ὄρνιχος, 53), 
οἰωνός specifically denotes “bird” as an omen. The eagle is called the ἀρχὸς οἰωνῶν also at Pyth. 
1.7. The superiority of the eagle over other birds is also noted at Pyth. 5.111-112, in a reference 
to the superiority of the victor, as well as at Nem. 3.80, in a reference to the superiority of the 
poet (Pfeijffer 1999a, 222-223).  
 
ἁδεῖα...χάρις: For the form and function of framing hyperbata, see note on κλυταῖς...ἐφετµαῖς 
(16-18). 
 
ἔνδον: Not with χάρις as Burnett translates it (“sweet inner joy”) but with νιν, “within him.”  
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ἔκνιξεν: A rare occurrence of κνίζω used in a positive sense. More often κνίζω denotes the 
provocation of some negative emotion (ἔκνιζεν βαρυπάλαµον ὄρσαι χόλον, Pyth. 11.23; τοῖο δ’ 
ὀργὰν κνίζον αἰπεινοὶ λόγοι, Nem. 5.32), which reflects more closely its literal meaning 
(“scratch, gash,” LSJ).  
 
χάρις: “joy.” Schadewaldt (1928, 268, 277-278 and 278 n. 1) was the first to point out the 
importance of charis for Pindar’s rhetoric. As he formulated it, the Charismotiv is an aspect of 
the χρέος-Komplex. The victor and the poet are in a relationship of reciprocity, where the song is 
owed because of the accomplishment, but the accomplishment depends on the song if the fame 
of the victor is to endure. Leslie Kurke (1991, 13-107) builds on Schadewaldt’s analysis, and 
argues that all instances of charis are disguised acts of debt-repayment or obligation (on the 
grounds that all acts of gift-giving are actually acts of obligation). MacLachlan (1993, 87-123), 
like Kurke, recognizes the social dimension of charis in the epinicia, but she also stresses that 
despite the sociological importance, it still denotes an emotion. MacLachlan’s reminder is 
significant for this passage especially, where the emotive aspect of charis is at the forefront. In 
fact, the sociological dimension of charis is all but absent in the current passage (MacLachlan 
1993, 89). In the context of the myth, Heracles’ feeling of charis has nothing to do with gift-
giving; it is not demanded as a matter of reciprocity, nor does it demand an act of reciprocity. 
But the use of charis here still has a rhetorical purpose. Throughout the ode, Heracles is 
presented as being analogous to the poet. The feeling of charis that Heracles has in response to 
the propitious augury is analogous to the feeling of philia with which Pindar makes the two 
wishes in lines 7-9 and 14-18. By stressing that honest emotion is Heracles’ reason for 
prophesying the future greatness of Ajax, Pindar recalls that his wishes for the continued success 
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and prosperity of Lampon’s family are also emotionally, rather than financially motivated (see 
note on lines 1-9).  
 
51. εἶπέν τε φωνήσαις: Heracles’ statement is provoked by the augury, and the connective τε 
indicates that the verbal action of εἶπεν follows directly on ἔκνιξεν in the preceding sentence. 
The use of pairs of speaking words, one finite and the other participial, in the introduction of 
direct speech is found throughout epic. Usually, however, in epic, the two words are not 
functional equivalents of each other. One verbal phrase, for instance, can denote that the speech 
is addressed to a specific person while the other describes the tone or content of the speech. 
Examples of this include καί µιν φωνήσας ἔπεα πτερόεντα προσηύδα (Il. 1.201) and τὸν καὶ 
φωνήσας προσέφη κρείων Ἀγαµέµνων (Il. 14.41). It is not likely that φωνήσαις is distinct from 
εἶπεν in denoting the actual sound of the speech, despite its etymology, since this is not the 
meaning of φωνέων at Nem. 10.76 (ὄρθιον φώνασε), where it is used alone to introduce direct 
speech. The reason for the redundancy, then, besides the epicizing character of the amplification, 
can be found in comparative phrase ἅτε µάντις ἀνήρ, and φωνήσαις should be construed 
specifically with this phrase (“speaking, just as a prophet [would have]”).  
 
φωνήσαις: Even though the state of affairs denoted by φωνήσαις is contemporaneous with εἶπεν, 
the aorist tense is not problematic. We find a similar phrase at Od. 14.492 (φθεγξάµενος δ’ ὀλίγῃ 
ὀπί µε πρὸς µῦθον ἔειπε). Aorist participles that are coincident with the main verb are common, 
especially when they express manner (Rijksbaron 2006, 125; as well as the note on ἀντιάσαις, 
15). The participle is from φωνέω. But φώνᾱσε (Ol. 13.67, Nem. 10.76) is from Doric φωνάω. 
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On West Greek α corresponding to East Greek ε, see Buck 1955, §13. On the Aeolic termination, 
see note on ἀντιάσαις (15) above. See also Forssman 1966, 79-83. 
 
ἅτε: As at Ol. 1.2 (ὁ δὲ χρυσὸς αἰθόµενον πῦρ ἅτε διαπρέπει νυκτί), ἅτε is equivalent to ὥσπερ. 
The causal use of ἅτε to express “inasmuch as” that is so common in classical Greek is found in 
Pindar only at Pyth. 2.84.  
 
ἅτε µάντις ἀνήρ: Denotes the type of speech-act—a prophecy. At Ol. 8.2 we find the parallel 
phrase µάντιες ἄνδρες, but this does not suggest that µάντις was originally adjectival, as Bury 
believes. The –τι– suffix produces a noun, although usually an abstract one (Beekes s.v. µάντις). 
 
52. τοι: The particle and the pronoun are, as Slater (s.v. τοι) notes, often difficult to 
differentiate—they are both enclitic and prone to take the second position, which means that 
word order cannot be used as a reliable indication of the word’s value in a sentence. The particle 
can mark a strong assertion, as at Isth. 1.6 (ἀµφοτερᾶν τοι χαρίτων σὺν θεοῖς ζεύξω τέλος) or 
wish for the future, as at Pyth. 1.69-70 (σύν τοι τίν κεν ἁγητὴρ ἀνήρ, | υἱῷ τ’ ἐπιτελλόµενος, 
δᾶµον γεραίρων τράποι σύµφωνον ἐς ἡσυχίαν). But the context makes it clear that Telamon’s 
interest in this prophecy is of primary importance, and so we should construe τοι here as a dative 
of possession with ἔσσεται.  
 
παῖς: See note on line 45. 
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αἰτεῖς: αἰτέω can denote the enunciation of a request, in which case it can introduce an infinitival 
indirect statement (αἰτήσων πόλιν εὐανορίαισι τάνδε κλυταῖς δαιδάλλειν, Ol. 5.20; µοῖραν δ’ 
εὔνοµον αἰτέω σε παισὶν δαρὸν Αἰτναίων ὀπάζειν, Nem. 9.30; αἰτέοµαι χρυσέαν καλέσαι 
Μοῖσαν, Isth. 8.5). This use perhaps evolved from the paratactic use of αἰτέω followed by an 
imperative (αἰτέω σε...ἵλαος...δέξαι στεφάνωµα τόδ’, Pyth. 12.1-5). The present tense indicates 
that Telamon has been praying for a son, and that this state of affairs is unresolved, since his 
prayers have not yet been granted (Rijksbaron 2006, 9). 
 
ὄρνιχος φανέντος: with ἐπώνυµος. This is not a genitive absolute; the participle is attributive. 
For attributive participles in Pindar, see Hummel 1993, §357. 
 
53. ὄρνιχος: = ὄρνιθος (Seymour 1882, 219, citing Ol. 2.88). Pindar’s language exhibits a 
tendency found in West Greek dialects (as well as Homer, πολεµίξοµεν and ἥρπαξε for ἥρπασε) 
to use -ξω futures of -ζω verbs, even when the verbal root terminates in a non-guttural consonant 
(Buck 1955, §141-142; Peter 1866, 59-60). ὄρνιχος for ὄρνιθος is an extension of this same 
tendency to a nominal stem.  
 
κέκλευ: Doric reduplicated second aorist middle imperative of κέλοµαι. This is Philip 
Melanchthon’s emendation of the MSS reading κέκλετ’ (first published in Pauw 1747, 367), and 
it is a very sensible correction, owing to the similarity of majuscule Y and T. If this is in fact the 
correct form, the corruption was likely originally caused by a scribe’s desire to eliminate the 
hiatus before ἐπώνυµον. But the meaning of the text is still more difficult than has been 
acknowledged. All modern translations treat κέκλευ as meaning “call by name” or some 
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synonym of this imperative. The basis for this translation, besides the inference of the meaning 
of the verb from the context, is Hesychius’ gloss (κέκλεο· κάλεσον). But there is only one other 
instance of κέκλευ/κέκλεο in Greek literature before the Imperial Period, κέκλεο θαρσαλέως 
ἐπιβαινέµεν εὐµενέοντας (AR 1.707), and there it exhibits the expected meaning of “order” or 
“command.” It is possible that because of the similarity of their forms and meanings, and 
because κέλοµαι is reserved almost exclusively for poetic literature, that the perfect form of 
κέλοµαι was syncretized with the perfect form of καλέω. This would account for Hesychius’ 
need to gloss κέκλεο. But the fact that there are not more instances of this syncretism raises 
questions about the security of the reading. It might also be objected that it is uncommon for an 
imperatival sentence to be introduced by καί and to have its verb positioned far from the 
beginning of the sentence, although a parallel can be found at Pyth. 5.118-119 (καὶ τὸ λοιπὸν 
ὁµοῖα, Κρονίδαι µάκαρες, | διδοῖτ’ ἐπ’ ἔργοισιν ἀµφί τε βουλαῖς). These problems, and the 
idiosyncrasy of this use of κέλοµαι, would seem to demand the emendation of the text to some 
form of καλέω. The easiest emendation would be the elided perfect κέκληκ’ (the indicative, 
which shares its form with the imperative, is found in the scholiast’s gloss Αἴαντα τὸν παῖδα 
κέκληκεν ὁ Τελαµών), which differs from the preserved reading by only one character—
ΚΕΚΛΕΚ as opposed to ΚΕΚΛΕΤ—since ε, η and the spurious diphthong ει were all 
represented by Ε in the writing of Pindar’s time. But while the perfect indicative of καλέω, used 
in the sense of “to name” is common, the perfect imperative is not attested. The alternative, 
however, is to abandon the perfect form in order to adopt a reading that is attested elsewhere, but 
this is difficult. The present and aorist imperative forms κάλει and κάλεσ’ could be made to work 
with the meter if the optional lengthening preceding λ and σ is allowed, but it would be very 
difficult to explain how either of those readings became κέκλετ’. The jussive subjunctive κάλῃς 
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presents the same problem. The future passive κληθήσεται would make sense after ἔσσεται, but 
cannot be adapted to the meter. On balance then, it seems better to accept the idiosyncratic use of 
κέλοµαι rather than emend the text. For the reduplicated aorist form, see Schwyzer 1.748, and for 
Pindar’s habit of using aorist and present imperatives without semantic distinction, see Hummel 
§326.  
 
ἐπώνυµον: ἐπώνυµον here is an “etymological marker,” with which Pindar calls attention to the 
etymological derivation of Ajax’s name. Sophocles similarly uses ἐπώνυµον, as well as ὄνοµα, 
in his own etymologizing of Ajax’s name (αἰαῖ· τίς ἄν ποτ’ ᾤεθ’ ὦδ’ ἐπώνυµον | τοὐµὸν 
ξυνοίσειν ὄνοµα τοῖς ἐµοῖς κακοῖς;). Jebb (1907, 74 n. 430f.) notes that this use of ἐπώνυµον has 
Homeric precedent (Ἀρήτη δ’ ὄνοµ’ ἐστὶν ἐπώνυµον, Od. 7. 54; τῷ δ’ Ὀδυσεὺς ὄνοµ’ ἔστω 
ἐπώνυµον, 19.409). For the term “etymological marker,” see Maltby (1993), as well as Cairns 
(1996) and Michalopoulos (2001, esp. 4-5).  
 The choice between ἐπώνυµος and ἐπωνύµιος is made metri gratia. But Pindar uses the 
Aeolic root ὄνυµα exclusively. 
 
εὐρυβίαν: βία denotes primarily the physical power, and it is found also in athletic inscriptions 
for pancratiasts (cf. oἷον ὁρῇς, ὦ ξεῖνε, τὸ χάλκεον εἰκόνι λῆµα | Κλειτοµάχου, τοίαν Ἑλλὰς 
ἐσεῖδε βίαν, Ebert 67.1-2). The closest synonym is σθένος, and the epithet εὐρυσθενής is applied 
to Telamon at Nem. 3.36, to the progeny of Heracles at Ol. 7.23, and to Pytheas at Nem. 5.4. The 
last of these is found in the victory announcement of that ode, ὅτι Λάµπωνος υἱὸς Πυθέας 
εὐρυσθενής | νίκη Νεµείοις παγκρατίου στέφανον (4-5), which strongly associates σθένος/βία 
with the sort of physical excellence that leads to victory in the pancratium.  
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Αἴαντα: According to the scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.53a, 3.255), both the prophecy and the Αἴας-αἰετός 
pun occurred in Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women (εἴληπται δὲ ἐκ τῶν µεγάλων Ἠοιῶν ἡ ἱστορία· 
ἐκεῖ γὰρ εὑρίσκεται ἐπιξενούµενος ὁ Ἡρακλῆς τῷ Τελαµῶνι καὶ ἐµβαίνων τῇ δορᾷ καὶ 
εὐχόµενος, καὶ οὕτως ὁ διόποµπος αἰετός, ἀφ’ οὗ τὴν προσωνυµίαν ἔλαβεν Αἴας). Sophocles’ on 
the other hand, associates the name with αἰαῖ/αἰάζειν (αἰαῖ· τίς ἄν ποτ’ ᾤεθ’ ὧδ’ ἐπώνυµον | 
τοὐµὸν ξυνοίσειν ὄνοµα τοῖς ἐµοῖς κακοῖς; | νῦν γὰρ πάρεστι καὶ δὶς αἰάζειν ἐµοί, | [καὶ τρίς· 
τοιούτοις γὰρ κακοῖς ἐντυγχάνω·], Ajax 430-433). This would seem to respond to the earlier 
tradition of Hesiod and Pindar—Ajax’s concern is that his name, like his fate, is undergoing a 
revision, and that whereas he was once destined to be a powerful fighter, he will in the end be 
known for his misfortune. Sophocles’ pun is picked up again by Ovid (Meta. 13.394-398), who 
links the Ajax/αἰαῖ pun also to the markings on the petals of the hyacinth.  
 
53-54. λαῶν…ἔκπαγλον: The use of λαός to denote a member of an army is common from 
Homer onwards. The closest parallel for this phrase is found in a formulaic description of 
Achilles in the Iliad, πάντων ἐκπαγλότατ’ ἀνδρῶν (Il. 1.146, 18.170, 20.389). It is possible that 
the present passage is an allusion to the Homeric model—the relative status of Achilles and Ajax 
is perhaps paralleled in the superlative and positive forms of the adjective ἔκπαγλος. The precise 
use of the genitive has caused some consternation. Farnell is right to reject the interpretation of 
Bury, who, following the scholiast, interpreted λαῶν as an objective genitive dependent on 
ἔκπαγλον (“pre-eminent above the people”). But his own solution—to construe λαῶν as 
dependent on ἐν πόνοις—is awkward, since ἐν πόνοις is already modified by Ἐνυαλίου. The best 
solution is to supply an omitted µετά with λαῶν.  
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54. ἐν πόνοις: recalls πονῷ (11). Like ἥρωσι µόχθον in line 28, war is mapped onto athletics as a 
rigorous undertaking that can lead to glory. 
 
Ἐνυαλίου: According to Chantraine, the name is pre-Greek. In Homer, Enyalius has been 
syncretized with Ares, and so the name appears as an epithet for the god of war, but it is possible 
that a distinction between the two was maintained in later authors. But there was a cult 
specifically of Enyalius on Salamis (Plut. Solon 9), and it is likely that Heracles is gratifying his 
host by referring to an epichoric deity. In so doing, Heracles is himself following Pindar’s own 
practice. For the significance of the name Enyalius in Sophocles’ Ajax, see Davidson 1983. 
 Meter: The hiatus between Ἐνυαλίου and ὥς is the only sure indication of a period-break 
at the end of s5. But this period-break is corroborated by verb-signposting at lines 4 (δεξάµενοι), 
13 (βάλλετ’), and 37 (ἄρξαι).  
 
55. ὣς ἆρα εἰπών: In his note on the same phrase at Pyth. 4.156 (ὣς ἀρ’ ἔειπεν), Braswell (1988, 
238-239 n. 156a) remarks that the force of ἄρα is diminished in passages such as this, and he is 
very likely correct. The participial form, lacking as it does the augment, has an initial digamma 
that formally ameliorates the hiatus (see Peter 1866, 27-28). 
 
55. ὥς: the accentuated syllable marks the form as anastrophic. 
 
ἆρα: For the use of ἄρα/ἆρα to close off a passage of direct speech, see note on ἄρα at line 49. 
Both manuscripts here read ἄρα, which is incorrect since the first syllable must be long. 
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Schroeder’s emendation ἦρα is designed to solve this problem, and it has been accepted in all 
modern texts (Turyn, Thummer, S-M, Privitera, Race). But the simpler emendation is Boeckh’s 
ἆρα, which preserves the manuscript spelling and is perfectly well attested (ὡς ἆρ’, Archil. fr. 
45, 81.5, 89.2). Pfeijffer (1999a) also adopts ἆρα, rather than ἦρα, in his text of Nem. 5.30. Not 
to be confused with interrogative ἆρα, which is a contraction of ἦ ἄρα and which can stand in the 
sentence first position, this ἆρα simply has a metri gratia lengthening of the first syllable and so 
is identical in sense to ἄρα (Smyth §2800). And unless some difference can be shown between 
this formulaic closing of direct speech and the others, like that in line 49, which also have ἄρα, 
then the manuscript reading should stand, with the exception of the accentuation of the first 
syllable as long. See Denniston 1978, 44-45 and Braswell 1988, 238-239 n. 156a. 
 
αὐτίκα: αὐτίκα marks the prompt conclusion of the myth. It also indicates that ἔζετ’ is an 
immediative imperfect (Rijksbaron 17-18). 
 
56: Pindar breaks-off the myth and transitions to explicit praise of the victor abruptly mid-line. 
Because of its heterogeneous content, transitions are a generic feature of epinician. Generally 
these transitions are seamless, for example through the use of geographical subterfuge (Méautis 
1962, 264; Young 1967, 3) itself a species of oral subterfuge (Carey 1976, 5-6 and 2001; Miller 
1993a and 1993b; Pfeijffer 1999a, 34-37). But break-offs, another technique for effecting 
transition between subject matter, in which the laudator suddenly ends a line of thought, call 
attention to themselves. Not only is it explicitly stated in break-offs that the preceding line of 
thought is being abandoned, but a reason for this is given. The reason is always propriety, either 
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religious or poetic/formal. The most famous example of the former comes in Ol. 1.51 (ἐµοὶ δ’ 
ἄπορα γαστρίµαργον µακάρων τιν’ εἰπεῖν· ἀφίσταµαι). Isth. 6.56 is an example of the latter. 
Schadewaldt (1928 passim) was the first to discuss break-offs as a formal feature of the 
odes. But Race (1990, 41-57; summarized at 52) provides the fullest description of the stylistic 
features of break-offs: 1. they begin in asyndeton; 2. if they are closing a mythological section, 
the thauma-motif can be used to bridge the mythical past to the present; 3. they involve “self-
exhortation,” a first-person statement by the poet that he is bound by propriety or his encomiastic 
duty to end the foregoing line of thought or to move onto other subject matter; 4. they feature the 
“too much to tell” motif; 5. the Muse or Muses are mentioned or invoked (as often when any 
ancient Greek poet is preparing to embark on a new narrative or discourse); 6. the laudator 
depicts himself as the “willing helper” of the victor’s family. Not all of these features are found 
in every break-off, but they are all frequent enough to lend break-offs a distinct character. 
Moreover, break-offs are anaphoric by nature, and are presented as reactions against what has 
preceded. Race (1990) has shown that in general, break-offs occur after sentences, phrases, or 
ideas in which either 1. death, suffering, or failure, or 2. the epiphany or actions of the gods 
figure centrally. In the face of the negativity, the laudator recoils and turns to a more positive 
subject, like the victory that occasioned the ode.  
 Isth. 6.56 conforms to the general features of break-offs. The first word, the emphatic 
first-person pronoun ἐµοί, begins the “self-exhortation” that structures the entire statement. The 
“too much to tell” motif both recalls lines 22-23 and states the grounds on which the poet is 
bound to conclude the myth—if he were to continue, he would risk making the exemplum 
inappropriately long. In the following section, which continues with the arrival-motif (ἦλθον, 
recalling ἐπιστείχοντα, 21; see note on lines 57-60 below), the laudator presents himself as a 
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“willing helper” of the victor’s family, specifically, as the ταµίας κώµων (57-58) for Phylacidas, 
Pytheas, and Euthymenes. In this same section, he also apostrophizes the Muse (ὦ Μοῖσα, 56). 
Of the stock features of break-offs, all that is missing here is the asyndetic opening and the 
thauma-motif.  
 Race (1990, 50-51) explains the motivation for this particular break-off—the violent 
actions that conclude Heracles’ prophecy of Ajax’ future lead the poet to turn away from the 
myth. In this way, this break-off conforms with the general trend of break-offs being presented 
as a reaction against accounts of death and suffering. But while this describes the order of ideas 
that we find here, it is unclear that this describes the line of thought. The poet is not depicting 
himself as reacting against Heracles’ statements—an intervening sentence (ὣς ἦρα εἰπὼν αὐτίκα 
| ἕζετ’, 55-56) separates the break-off from the language of violence. Break-offs terminate lines 
of thought that threaten to continue, and Heracles’ prophecy is already complete by the time the 
break-off is made. It is best to see the laudator as breaking off the potential reaction to Heracles’ 
speech (see note on ἕζετ’ below), something along the lines of Telamon pressing for details 
about his future son’s accomplishments.  
 Break-offs have a strong metapoetic character. In them the poet depicts himself as 
reacting spontaneously to a linear sequence of ideas as if he were realizing their potential 
impropriety only at the time of performance. Whatever the diachronic reason or reasons for its 
prominence in Greek poetry, the poet’s depiction of himself composing the song within the song 
(and the metapoetic statements and commentary that often accompany these depictions) has in 
Pindar’s poetry a largely structuring function. As Miller (1993a) has shown, the mimesis of 
cognitive processes, especially the free association of ideas, is the principle that allows for the 
consolidation of the heterogeneous content of the odes into a linear composition. But this is only 
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a mimesis of extemporaneity, and break-offs are not actually spontaneous terminations of lines 
of thought—they are carefully orchestrated transitions.  
 
56. ἕζετ’: That ἕζετ’ here has immediative force is made clear by αὐτίκα (Rijksbaron 2006, 17-
18). In Homer, a similar, formulaic line, ἤτοι ὅ γ’ ὣς εἰπὼν κατ’ ἄρ’ ἕζετο (Il. 1.68, 101, 2.76, 
5.460, 7.354, 365; Od. 2.224, 7.153), is used to close off a section of direct speech in preparation 
for another speaker’s reply, and it is possible that the current passage alludes to the Homeric 
model. But whereas the Homeric line always intervenes between two passages of direct speech, 
here there is no reply and the immediative force of Pindar’s αὐτίκα | ἕζετ’ stresses the sudden 
termination of the mythological exemplum. 
 
ἐµοί: a dative of interest. Since it is not enclitic, the emphatic form of the pronoun can stand in 
the sentence-initial topic position. As such it is doubly emphatic. 
 Mary Lefkowitz (1991, 3-7) has pointed out that the so-called “bardic ‘I’” almost 
invariably falls at points of transition in a given ode. For this reason, there is a strong tendency to 
find first-person pronouns and verbs in break-offs, since they not only effect transitions but also 
call attention to the poet’s duty to maintain the propriety of his composition. The use of the 
emphatic pronoun, as a dative of reference, is found in transitions at Ol. 1.52 (ἐµοὶ δ᾽ ἄπορα 
γαστρίµαργον µακάρων τιν̓ εἰπεῖν); Pyth. 10.48-49 (ἐµοὶ δὲ θαυµάσαι | θεῶν τελεσάντων οὐδέν 
ποτε φαίνεται ἔµµεν ἄπιστον); and Isth. 8.11-12 (ἀλλ᾽ ἐµοὶ δεῖµα µὲν παροιχόµενον | καρτερὰν 
ἔπαυσε µέριµναν). All but the last are clearly break-off passages, and perhaps the last is as well, 
since it conforms with Race’s (1990, 41) observation that break-offs tend occur after passages 
that prominently feature death and misfortune and turn towards a happier subject. 
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 The identity of the first-person speaker is one of the most contentious issues in Pindaric 
scholarship. Two questions are front and center: who can the “I” refer to? and can this “I” refer 
to different entities in the same text? Lefkowitz (1991, 3), whose summary is representative of 
the general consensus, explains that there are three types of first-person voice, each identified as 
a particular persona: 1. the “bardic I,” which is the label given to first person statements about 
formal content; 2. the “subjective I,” that is, the voice of 5th-century, Theban poet Pindar; and 3. 
the “choral I,” which might comprise the chorus with or without Pindar.149 In a recent article, 
Currie (2013) has made the case for the “victor-persona,” that is, the sudden intrusion of the 
voice of the laudandus himself, without an explicit signal in the text. This persona is extremely 
marked, and Currie can confidently identify only two instances (Pyth. 8.55-60 and 9.89-92).  
While Currie’s main argument is not directly applicable to Isth. 6, in which no first-
person statement can be construed as being spoken by the victor-persona, its implications are 
important for this and every other ode. If it is accepted that the voice of an ode can suddenly 
assume the persona of the victor, that is, if the persona can exhibit flux, then the odes must be 
recognized as polyphonic. Whether the persona flits between the “bardic I,” subjective I” and the 
“choral I” throughout the ode is a matter of immediate concern for an ode like Isthmian 6, which 
exhibits at the same time both a conventionally determined form and a very personal tone. The 
first-person voice is very prominent in this ode, occurring, outside the mythological exemplum, 
at lines 2-9, 16-18, 19-21, 56, 57-58, 58-59 (understanding εἰρήσεται as equivalent to εἴρω), and 
74-75. The statements made in lines 19-21, 56, and 57-58 all concern the duty of the laudator 
and the formal qualities of the ode, and so are spoken in the persona of the “bardic I.” Less clear 
are those at lines 2-9, 16-18 and 74-75. Since the speaker in lines 2-9 is plural, it would be 
                                                
149 Young’s (1967, 58-61) “first person indefinite” is a sort of subcategory of Lefkowitz’s 
“bardic I” (Lefkowitz 1991, 26 n. 42). 
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possible to construe the persona as the “choral I” rather than the “bardic I.” But the plural form is 
not enough to signal the presence of the “choral I,” especially when the context of the passage 
makes it clear that the speaker is not a multitude of first-person voices, but a single first-person 
voice speaking on behalf of a group. Lines 16-18 and 74-75 do not strictly address matters of 
composition, but since expressions of goodwill are still essential to the genre of epinician, it is 
best to regard them also as made by the persona of the “bardic I.” Ultimately, the distinction 
between marked and unmarked should be the guiding principle when determining the type of 
persona at a given point in the text. Since the epinicia are largely built from a set of traditional, 
generic features, the “bardic I” must be the unmarked voice. The “subjective I,” “choral I,” and 
victor-persona (if Currie’s argument is accepted) are then marked forms that the laudator has the 
option of adopting to achieve a specific effect. This means that the laudator cannot assume the 
“subjective I” or the victor-persona for an entire ode. Accordingly, where it is unclear that a first-
person statement is not made in the persona of the “bardic I,” it should be regarded as being 
made by the “bardic I.” For this reason, while other odes might exhibit a plurality of personae, all 
of the first-person speech in Isthmian 6 is made under the persona of the “bardic I,” despite its 
often very personal tone. 
 
δ’: the force is adversative. It is characteristic of break-offs that they are asyndetic (see note on 
line 56 above), and this has influenced some translators to render this sentence as if it were also 
in asyndeton. But it is not so rare that δέ introduces a break-off. When this is the case, the δέ is 
not marking a contrast or antithesis with anything that is explicitly stated in the text, as it does 
when it is paired with a preceding µέν, but rather it marks an antithesis with an implied statement 
along the lines of “And I would continue my narration, but…”  
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µακρόν: sc. ἐστί. According to Slater (s.v.), the sense is purely temporal. But Kurke (1991, 56-
57) argues that, in the context of the road metaphor that introduces the myth (lines 22-23), 
<ἀν>αγήσασθ’ maintains its etymological sense of “to drive onwards, even though its primary 
meaning here is the semantically broadened, “to narrate.” This would suggest that both the 
spatial and temporal senses of µακρόν are active here, and that the current passage is another 
instance of the road-motif (Kurke 1991, 57 n. 43). But it is important to note that there is no 
word strictly denoting “road” or “path” here and it is best then to follow Slater in seeing the force 
of µακρόν here as purely temporal. 
 
πάσας <ἀν>αγήσασθ’ ἀρετάς: Another example of framing hyperbaton at a rhetorically 
significant point in the text. See note on lines 16-18 above. 
 
‹ἀν›αγήσασθ’: Slater (s.v.) translates “to drive onwards.” This is incorrect; ἁγέοµαι does not 
denote “to drive,” except in rare instances (Philostr. Im. 2.23; LSJ s.v. ἡγέοµαι). The primary 
meaning of ἁγέοµαι in Post-Homeric Greek is “to narrate.” Moreover, when it does have its 
literal, prototypical meaning, “to lead,” it still does not denote spatial movement as much as a 
sphere of command. But Kurke (1991, 56-57) follows Slater, and so takes <ἀν>αγήσασθ’ as a 
cue that this passage is an example the road motif, and so forms a ring-composition with the road 
motif in lines 22-23. In support of her interpretation of ἀναγέοµαι as a verb denoting spatial 
movement, she cites Ol. 9.80-81 (εἴην εὑρησιεπὴς ἀναγεῖσθαι | πρόσφορος ἐν Μοισᾶν δίφρῳ). 
But it is better once again to translate ἀναγεῖσθαι as “to narrate,” which accords better with 
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πρόσφορος (“fittingly”), and to supply some equivalent of ἑστώς with ἐν δίφρῳ (as in ἑσταότ’ ἐν 
δίφρῳ, Il. 24.701 and Hes. Scutum 61).  
 The manuscripts’ reading is not metrically sound. Pauw suggested supplying the required 
short syllable with either δι-, τοι or ἀφ-. But Mingarelli’s emendation of ἀν-, based on 
ἀναγεῖσθαι (Ol. 9.80) and ἀναγήσασθ’ (Nem. 10.19), has been adopted in all subsequent texts. 
Gerber (2002, 56 n. 80) notes that at Nem. 10.19, ἀναγέοµαι is used once again with a form of 
πᾶς, indicating that the force of the prefix is “all the way through.” 
 Meter: Verbs tend to fall at the beginning or end of clauses or lines, but since verbs very 
often undergo tmesis when line- or sentence-initial, complex verbs generally fall at or near line- 
or sentence-end (Watkins 2002, 326-337). The variation here—the separation of <ἀν>αγήσασθ’ 
from sentence-end by a single word, ἀρετάς—is explained by the “omphalos” structure outlined 
by Watkins (2002), (πάσας (<ἀν>αγήσασθ’) ἀρετάς), which results from the distraction of an 
earlier element to a later position in the clause. 
 
ἀρετάς: sc. Αἰακιδῶν. On the meaning of the plural ἀρεταί, see note on ἀρετάς (11). 
 
57-60: Pindar returns to the direct praise of the laudandus and his family. Central to this passage 
is the arrival-motif. With this motif, the poet depicts himself as visiting the homeland of the 
victor in person (Thummer 1968, 1.151; Bundy 1962, 22-28) and as bringing “the song, or a 
divine projection of the song, to the scene of the celebration” (Bundy 1962, 23). The arrival-
motif, typically phrased as a first or second person statement by the laudator is essentially a 
topos of self-representation. Here, as at Ol. 11.16 and Nem. 9.1-3 (two other instances of the 
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arrival motif), the laudator presents himself as the leader of a komos (ἦλθον ταµίας κώµων), 
which accords with the role of symposiarch that he fills at the ode’s beginning and end.  
 
57. Φυλακίδᾳ: Now that the Gedankengang has shifted to the explicit praise of the victor and 
his family, the laudandus is re-introduced in the emphatic, pre-particle topic position. Hummel 
(1993, §132) notes that this passage exemplifies a convention in Pindar’s epinicia in which poet 
depicts himself as arriving to fulfill his role as encomiast. This convention takes a regular form: 
1. a first person verb (or equivalent) of motion, 2. an agent noun in agreement with the subject of 
the verb that figures the poet as encomiast, and 3. the name of the laudandus in the dative, to 
denote him as the object of the encomium. See also, Ol. 3.39, Nem. 1.7, 2.24, 4.73-74, and 5.53-
54. 
 Meter: This is one of six violations in all of Pindar’s odes of the rule that after the first 
triad, short linking syllables can only occur in a position that corresponds to a short linking 
syllable in the first triad (Barrett 1956, 315 and n. 3). The violation, as often, is permitted 
because it serves to accommodate a proper name. For the accommodation of metrically 
inconvenient proper names, see also note on Φυλακίδα (7) above. 
 
γάρ: For the explanatory use of γάρ after passages where the poet requests attention or makes a 
statement about his poetry (also found at Ol. 10.13, 14.5; Pyth. 4.14, 4.70, 4.263, 6.1), see 
Denniston 1978, 59 and Braswell 1988, 161-162 n. 70a. 
 
ἦλθον: recalls ἐπιστείχοντα (21). With the first-person verb, Pindar continues the self-
representation begun in the preceding line (ἐµοί, 56). For the arrival-motif, see note on lines 57-
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60 above. On the issue of whether the poet has actually come to Aegina or if the arrival-motif is 
purely conventional, see note on ἐπιστείχοντα (21) above. 
 
ὦ Μοῖσα: The poet addresses the Muse in the lead up to his explicit praise of Phylacidas and his 
family. The Muses, especially in invocations, often appear at transitional moments both in 
Pindar’s odes (Ol. 9.80-85, 11.16-20, 13.87-92; Pyth. 1.58, 11.41; Nem. 6.28; and probably Pae. 
6.54) and in other Greek poetry. In Homer, for instance, there are six clear instances of 
invocations of the Muses occurring in transitional passages in the text, whether at the outset of 
the epic (Od. 1.1), in catalogues (Il. 2.484, 761), or in the introduction of narrative set-pieces (Il. 
11.218, 14.508, 16.112). 
There seems to be no difference between the invocation of the Muse in the singular or the 
Muses in the plural. Homer, for instance uses both variants in the introductions to the adjacent 
catalogues in Il. 2 (Μοῦσαι, 484; Μοῦσα, 761). For the conventional appearance of the Muses in 
break-offs, see the note on line 56 above. 
 
ταµίας...κώµων: The laudator depicts himself as the overseer of the celebratory komos. For the 
poet’s self-representation in the “arrival” motif, see note on lines 57-60. Often this involves the 
poet as leading or participating in the celebratory komos. A parallel is found in the verb 
κωµάσοµεν at Nem. 9.1. There the laudator emphasizes not just participation in the komos, but 
his role as komos-leader. 
 While often translated as “steward,” the denotation of ταµίας is actually rather august 
(whereas the word steward is derived from sty-ward). Hieron is the πολλῶν ταµίας (Pyth. 1.88), 
Battus the ταµίᾳ Κυράνας (Pyth. 5.62), the Dioscuri the εὐρυχόρου ταµίαι Σπάρτας (Nem. 10.52). 
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The only other uses are metaphorical (Isth. 9.7 and Nem. 6.26). The ταµίας κώµων then is not the 
one to whom the komos has been entrusted, but the one who directs the komos. In all but one 
instance in Pindar (Ol. 6.5), ταµίας is accompanied by a word in the genitive case that indicates 
what the leader has power over (Pyth. 1.88, Nem. 10.52, Isth. 9.7-8). This type of genitive is 
derivative of the genitive of comparison (Smyth §1402). This would seem to comply with the 
frequent identification of the komos with the chorus, and the laudator with the chorus leader.  
  
58. Πυθέᾳ: The line initial placement of Pytheas’ name is also emphatic, but the focus is clearly 
on Phylacidas, whose name is not only line initial, but in topic position. Additive enjambment 
such as this can present a problem, since a noun phrase added on to a syntactically complete 
sentence, as is the case with Πυθέᾳ here, can come across as an afterthought. But the delaying of 
the genitive κώµων, itself dependent on ταµίας, prevents the additive phrase Πυθέᾳ τε from 
seeming tacked on. 
 
Εὐθυµένει: Phylacidas’ and Pytheas’ maternal uncle Euthymenes also enjoys a prominent 
position in Nem. 5. There we are given a somewhat cryptic catalogue of the victories of 
Euthymenes (Nem. 5.41-46), who was victorious at the Nemean and Megarian games. A precise 
determination of his other victories is difficult because the meaning of Αἰγίναθε δίς (5.41) is 
unclear. It is either 1. a gloss on the victories at Nemea (5.44) and Megara (5.45-46), or it is a 
statement 2. that there were two more victories outside of Aegina in addition to Nemea and 
Megara, or 3. that Euthymenes was twice victorious at the Aeginetan Delphinia (see Pfeijffer 
1999a ad loc.). Regarding the passage at hand, by mentioning the victories of Phylacidas’ family, 
the laudator bolsters the case for his praiseworthiness. It is noteworthy that Euthymenes is not 
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mentioned in Isth. 5; by the time that ode was composed, Phylacidas had won at least his third 
victory, and his own success was sufficient evidence of his praiseworthiness. For the problem of 
enumerating the victories of Pytheas, Phylacidas, and Euthymenes, see the note on τρεῖς (61) 
below.  
 
τόν: a determinative use of the definite article denoting that the noun is a particular, well-known 
example. Like that of the Laconians, the speech of the Argives was proverbially terse. For the 
determinative use of the article, see Hummel 1991, §211 as well as Bonifazi 2004c, esp. 65. For 
the proverbial speech of the Argives, see note on τρόπον Ἀργείων below. 
 
Ἀργείων τρόπον: The scholiast explains that the Argives, like the Laconians, were 
characteristically terse in their speech (µακρολόγοι µὲν οὖν οἱ Ἴωνες, σύντοµοι δὲ οὐ µόνον 
Λάκωνες, ἀλλὰ καὶ Ἀργεῖοι). That the scholiast is not just inferring this from the present context 
is shown by Soph. fr. 424 (πάντ’ οἶσθα, πάντ’ ἔλεξα τἀντεταλµένα· | µῦθος γὰρ Ἀργολιστὶ 
συντέµνει βραχύς), which is cited by the same scholiast. Bury also cites Aesch. Supp. 196 
(µακράν γε µὲν δὴ ῥῆσιν οὐ στέργει πόλις). 
 The appropriateness of this expression comes from the historical connection between 
Argos and Aegina. In the note to Ol. 8.30 (Δωριεῖ λαῷ ταµιευοµέναν ἐξ Αἰακοῦ) the scholiast (Σ 
Ol. 8.39b, ii.246-247 Dr) explains the relevance. Since Peleus and Telamon were forced to flee 
from Aegina after the murder of Phocus, the death of Aeacus left the island bereft of a king. 
Seizing the opportunity, an Argive man by the name of Triacon gathered together a group of 
Argives, went to Aegina and colonized it. A variant of this story is found in Pausanias (2.29.5), 
who explains that the same group of Argives who conquered Epidaurus under the command of 
 207 
Deiphontes also settled Aegina. It is from this same passage that we learn that the Aeginetans 
relocated themselves to the Argolid during the Athenian depopulation of the island, which 
testifies to the enduring kinship felt between the two peoples. The Dorian heritage and 
connection with Epidaurus is also made by Herodotus (8.46.1). In fact, references to the Doric 
heritage of Aegina are frequent throughout the odes to Aeginetan victors (Ol. 8.30, Pyth. 8.20, 
Nem. 3.3, Nem. 5.37, Isth. 8.64, 9.4) and the only other odes in which Pindar is in a habit of 
bringing up Doric heritage are the Sicilian odes (Ol. 1.17, Ol. 3.5, Pyth. 1.65, Isth. 2.15). But 
even in these odes the poet refers to the lyre (Ol. 1.17), song (Ol. 3.5) and victory crowns (Isth. 
2.15) as Dorian, but never to the island of Sicily itself, perhaps because the island was also 
colonized by Phoenicians and Ionians. An indication of the importance of these references to 
Dorian ethnicity is found at Pyth. 5.72-85, where Pindar issues a reminder that he is a descendent 
of the Aegeidae, just as the Spartans who established Thera were, meaning that he is related to 
the original founders of Cyrene. So, beyond simply gratifying the audience by reminding them of 
their Dorian heritage (even though it does have this effect), Pindar brings up the Dorian heritage 
shared by the laudandi and himself to issue a reminder of their long-lasting and sincere 
relationship (Isth. 7.12). This is most evident in the myth presented in Isth. 8.15b-61, which at 
the outset makes Pindar’s program clear, χρὴ δ’ ἐν ἑπταπύλοισι Θήβαις τραφέντα | Αἰγίνᾳ 
Χαρίτων ἄωτον προνέµειν (15b-16a). It should be noted here that it is the Boeotian poet who is 
speaking in the Argive manner, and by appropriating the character of Argive speech, he is 
identifying himself with the Aeginetan victors.  
 For the historical connection of Aegina and Argos, see Figueira 1981, 1983;  
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Tausend 1995; Piérart 1997; Fearn 2011, 213 n. 99; Kowalzig 2011, 138-139; Indegaard (2011, 
314 and n. 85) points out that the connection to Argos is perhaps alluded to also by σὺν 
Τιρυνθίοισιν (28).  
 
τρόπον: for the brevis in longo and period-break, see note on φείσατο (33) above. 
 
59. εἰρήσεται: Despite some recent push-back (Pfeijffer 1999b, 45-60), Bundy’s (1962, 21-22) 
explanation of the tense of the performative future still holds: “[they] refer without exception to 
the present, and only by treating a given ode in a philological vacuum can one refer them to a 
time beyond the occasion of the ode itself.”150 The use of the performative future at the outset of 
a new line of thought, such as a prophecy (Pyth. 5.51), a myth (Pyth. 4.142), a gnomic statement 
(fr. 42.2) or explicit praise of the victor or his family (Pyth. 5.108, Isth. 1.34, and here) is a 
common feature in the odes. As Lefkowtiz (1991, 3-7) has pointed out, the first-person pronouns 
and verbs fall at transitional moments in the text, and the introductory passages in which many of 
these performative futures fall are effectively transitional. 
The sentence lacks an explicit connective, and the asyndeton is best classified as 
transitional (Dissen 1830, 1.279)—the first person performative verb breaks off from the poet’s 
self-depiction as komos leader (57-58) and looks forward to a concise enumeration of the 
family’s victories. Such transitional asyndeton is common in passages where the poet explicitly 
states that he is abridging a narrative or account (Braswell 1988, 339 n. 247-248). A similar 
                                                
150 For a defense of Bundy’s “performative future” and a refutation of Pfeijffer’s rather reductive 
claim that, “There is no such thing as an encomiastic future. There is no future in Pindar that 
merely expresses a present intention or that is performative to the extent that its promise is 
fulfilled by the mere pronuncation of the word,” see Race 2004b, 86-92. 
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performative future in transitional asyndeton is found at Pyth. 5.108 (λεγόµενον ἐρέω) and Pyth. 
4.142 (εἰδότι τοι ἐρέω), on which see Braswell 1988, 227 n. 142a. 
 
που: The manuscripts do not agree on the reading of που, which is preserved in B, but has been 
replaced by πα in D. There is essentially no difference in meaning between the two; both are 
used to qualify assertions in the odes. And the need for a long syllable in this position can be 
satisfied by reading πᾳ for πα, as Triclinius, Mommsen, and Bergk do. But manuscript B is 
generally more reliable, and current consensus holds that Heyne’s early reading που κἀν is likely 
correct. Even after Heyne’s edition, however, more invasive changes were made to the text. 
Dissen emended the particle to πως, Schneidewin to πάντ’, Bergk to πᾶν. Hartung suggests 
emending εἰρήσεται που κἀν to εἰρήσται ἔπεσιν, which is hypermetrical. Wiskemann offers δ’ 
ὦν, in a complete rejection of the qualifying force of the particle. Bergk, later in his career, 
printed παῦρ’ in an attempt to supply the absent subject, as did Stadtmüller with µάκρ’ and 
Blaydes with πόλλ’. Bury’s suggestion of βαί’ is an imitation of Bergk’s. Not only do these 
readings not improve the text, but most require that the source text of manuscripts B and D be 
corrupted, which would be the only way to account for corruptions in separate manuscripts 
resulting in synonymous variant readings.  
 
κἀν: crasis of καὶ ἐν. καί here is emphatic, stressing the brevity (ἐν βραχίστοις) of the following 
account.  
 The manuscripts read κἐν (B) and κ’ ἐν (D). Presumably the original reading κἀν was 
replaced by κ’ ἐν, where κ’ was understood as an elided form of καί. Since the meanings of the 
original and corrupted readings were the same, this would not have initially caused problems. 
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But κ’ ἐν began to be understood not as a case of elision, but of crasis, κἐν, which led to the 
ungrammatical reading of the modal particle κε with the future verb εἰρήσεται (Fennell). A 
number of emendations of που were actually motivated by a desire to eliminate the unwanted κ’ 
(Dissen’s πως ἐν; Schneidewin’s πάντ’ ἐν; Hartung’s ἔπεσιν; Mommsen’s πᾳ δ’ ἐν; Wiskemann’s 
δ’ ὦν ἐν; Bergk’s παῦρ’ ἐν; Stadtmüller’s µακρ’ ἐν; Bury’s βαί’ ἐν; and Blaydes’ πόλλ’ ἐν). But 
with Heyne’s emendation κἀν, the original emphatic καί is recovered and the need to emend 
further is eliminated.  
 
60-62: Pindar aims to be brief with his praise, and so he immediately launches into a catalogue of 
the victories of Phylacidas, Pytheas and Euthymenes. This catalogue, like that of Nem. 5.41-46 
has attracted considerable attention regarding the actual number of victories that it refers to, and 
the sites of these victories. Central to the problem is the number of victories of the uncle 
Euthymenes. Pindar catalogues his victories in Nem. 5.41-46: 
τὺ δ’ Αἰγίναθε δίς, Εὐθύµενες, 
Νίκας ἐν ἀγκώνεσσι πίτνων 
 ποικίλων ἔψαυσας ὕµνων. 
 
ἤτοι µεταΐξαις σὲ καὶ νῦν τεὸς µάτρως ἀγάλλει 
 κείνου ὁµόσπορον ἔθνος, Πυθέα, 
ἁ Νεµέα µὲν ἄραρεν 
 µείς τ’ ἐπιχώριος, ὃν φίλησ’ Ἀπόλλων· 
ἅλικας δ’ ἐλθόντας οἴκοι τ’ ἐκράτει 
Νίσου τ’ ἐν εὐαγκεῖ λόφῳ. 
 
This passage has been variously interpreted. The meaning of Αἰγίναθε δίς has been understood as 
a reference to two Isthmian victories (Carey 1989, 287-295), or to two victories in local 
Aeginetan contests (Pfeiffer 1999, 169-170 n. 41). In addition, Euthymenes is here credited with 
a Nemean victory (43-44), another victory at the Delphinion (45) and a victory at Megara. But 
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since the catalogue in Isth. 6.60-62 only counts victories at the crown games, all that needs to be 
determined in Nem. 5 is whether Euthymenes should be credited with a total of three victories 
(one Nemean and two Isthmian) or one (one Nemean) in the crown games.  
 The crux in Isth. 6.60-62 is the meaning of τρεῖς ἀπ’ Ἰσθµοῦ, τὰς δ’ ἀπ’ εὐφύλλου 
Νεµέας (61), which can be interpreted either as “three victories in total, [one] from the Isthmus, 
and the others from leafy Nemea,” or “three victories from the Isthmus, as well as those from 
leafy Nemea.” Alternatively, τὰς δ’ has been interpreted as “and the same amount,” that is “and 
another three from leafy Nemea” (Fennell). The interpretation of Nem. 5.41-46 is significant for 
this point. If Euthymenes is credited with a single Nemean victory, together with Pytheas’ 
Nemean victory, and Phylacidas’ sole victory at the Isthmian games, it would suggest that the 
catalogue at Isth. 6.60-62 records three victories total. This is the opinion of Bergk (1878), who 
attempts to clarify the text by inserting a comma after τρεῖς. This reading is also followed by 
Bury, Farnell, and Thummer, as well as Cole (1987), who offers a different explanation. 
Alternatively if Euthymenes is credited with two Isthmian victories in addition to his Nemean 
victory, τρεῖς would refer only to the three Isthmian victories of Euthymenes and Phylacidas. 
This is the opinion of Carey (1989) and Pfeijffer (1995). Pfeijffer (1995 and 1999a, 169-170 n. 
41), it should be noted, comes to the same conclusion as Carey, even though he reads Αἰγίναθε 
δίς as referring to two victories in local games rather than at the Isthmus. To make up the 
difference, he allows for Euthymenes to have won two Isthiman victories in the interim period. 
 An account of the motivation for the interpretation of the lesser number is in order. 
Bergk’s emendation is informed by a strict adherence to the available historical evidence—since 
no explicit evidence of more than two victories in the crown games was found in Nem. 5, he saw 
no reason to see more than three victories celebrated in the subsequent ode. Bury supports Bergk, 
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adding that τὰς δ’ cannot indicate an indefinite number of Nemean victories in addition to the 
Isthmian ones since “if anything is certain in such a matter, it is certain that Pindar told the exact 
number of such rare and important victories.” This view is shared by Thummer.  
 The most extreme interpretation has been offered by Cole (1987), who turns Bury’s 
argument on its head. According to Cole, Pindar has a rhetorical motivation to obscure the exact 
count, if he can make fewer victories seem like more. Three victories, he explains, should be 
credited to the Phylacidas, Pytheas and Euthymenes, but the word order encourages the 
misunderstanding that the Isthmian victories alone amounted to three. The inclusion of 
Euthymenes, whose rhetorical role in this ode goes otherwise unrecognized by Cole, is motivated 
by the desire to obfuscate the victory count.151 The mind recoils at accusing Pindar of what 
amounts to little more than hucksterism, and one wonders whom this ruse is designed to deceive. 
But Cole’s argument is decisively refuted by the first strophe of the ode. There we are told that 
this is Phylacidas’ first victory, and that it follows the first victory of Pytheas. These numbers are 
presented without any obfuscation at the ode’s outset and there can be no confusion about the 
number of victories earned by the boys. Accordingly, any deception on Pindar’s part would be 
designed to artificially inflate Euthymenes’ numbers, which would be rhetorically pointless.  
 Ultimately, it is better to understand the catalogue as recording more than three victories, 
although the exact number is indeterminate, since τὰς δ’ must mean “and others” rather than 
“and the same number (i.e. another three).” First, as indicated by the meter, there can be no pause 
between τρεῖς and ἀπ’ Ἰσθµοῦ, meaning there is no prosodic indication of a sense-break. 
Moreover, Pfeijffer is correct in insisting that some functional equivalent of τὰν µέν would 
                                                
151 Carey (1989, 294 n.29) criticizes Cole for neglecting the “effect of performance”—a comma 
after τρεῖς would indicate a pause in performance, which would clarify the line as meaning three 
total victories. But this is not certain. Since this comma would fall mid-line, there is no break in 
synapheia. 
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precede ἀπ’ Ἰσθµοῦ if τρεῖς were intended to summarize the total number of victories. The 
reading of τρεῖς referring exclusively to the victories at the Isthmus is in fact the only natural 
way to construe this line, and it has only been questioned because it does not conform with what 
is expected of epinician poetry. Specifically, it is expected, as Bury makes clear, that an 
epinician ode should function as a sort of entry in a victory list—it should record precisely the 
number of victories, and should denote the context in which they were won. But this is not 
entirely accurate. The purpose of an epinician ode, as a rhetorical, discursive work, is to make 
the argument that the laudandus deserves to be praised and honored. Victories in the games are 
evidence available to the poet in constructing his argument, but recording them is not the central 
purpose of the ode. This is one reason why the actual accounts of the victory do not usually 
comprise much of a given epinician. The current catalogue might, then, not be a precise account, 
but it does convey the central message—the family of Lampon has been remarkably successful 
in the crown games. And, one might add, in celebrating this Isthmian victory, Pindar does 
provide the precise number of victories at the Isthmus. 
 
60. ἄραντο: from ἀείρω; like φέρω, the middle voice is preferred when the meaning is “to take 
for oneself,” i.e. “to win.” See Hummel 1993, §256. The aorist forms of ἀείρω and ἄρνυµαι have 
syncretized (LSJ s.v. ἀείρω). Jebb (1907, 217-219) explains the consequences of this syncretism 
and the meanings of the two aorist forms derived from these verbs. Specifically of interest are 
the meanings of their middle forms. The first aorist, ἠράµην, took its meaning from ἀείρω, and 
denotes “to take upon one’s self” or “to take up a burden,” whereas the second aorist, ἠρόµην, 
following from ἄρνυµαι, means “to win” (Jebb 1907, 218). Although the distinct meanings of 
these two forms were fairly well maintained, there were instances of ἠράµην used for ἠρόµην 
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and vice versa. Such is the case here, where Pindar uses ἄραντο “to take upon oneself,” rather 
than ἄροντο, “to win.” Similar to this is Bacch. 2.4-5: ὅτι µ[άχ]ας θρασύχειρος Ἀρ- | γεῖος ἄρατο 
νίκαν. The likely explanation is that the meaning “to win” was seen as originally derived from 
“to take upon oneself” as Jebb notes (1907, 218-219) in regards to Soph. Aj. 247. This would 
amount, then, to a sort of false or popular etymology. But it should be remembered that ἀείρω 
and ἄρνυµαι are not cognates; the former descends from PIE *h2uer- and the latter from *h2er-. 
For criticism of Jebb’s explanation, see DeWitt 1908, although the etymologies DeWitt presents 
seem to have had little effect on the current understanding of these verbs (Beekes s.v.). 
 
ἀπὸ παγκρατίου: The family of Phylacidas, including Pytheas, Euthymenes, and Themistius, 
like many other aristocratic Aeginetan families, seems to have specialized in the pancratium 
(Burnett 2005, 46). It is because of this specialization that Pytheas can be depicted as Phylacidas’ 
trainer at Isth. 5.59-61. 
 Of the three combat sports, the characteristically brutal pancratium was the latest added 
to the ancient games. It does not appear in the Olympics until 648 BC and not only is there no 
mention of the pancratium in Homer, there is in fact no mention of it in ancient literature before 
the 5th century BC. But it is a thoroughly Greek sport (Decker 1995, 91) and, unlike wrestling 
and boxing, has no parallel in the athletics of the Near East (Poliakoff 1987, 54).  
 The pancratium, sometimes referred to as the pammachia (and its practitioners as 
pammachoi; Bacch. 13.43; Theoc. 24.114; Plat. Euth. 271c7; also Decker 1995, 91), was 
characterized by a general absence of rules. It was effectively a mix of boxing and wrestling that 
also permitted kicking and fighting on the ground (Decker 1995, 92). The only techniques that 
were declared off-limits were biting and eye-boring, and even these apparently persisted, 
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problematically, as is shown by a number of vases which depict boring and biting during 
pancratium bouts and practice (Poliakoff 1987, 54-56). The sport was notorious. Sostratus of 
Sicyon, for instance, was famous for bending his opponents’ fingers backwards until they 
surrendered—a technique that apparently led many of his opponents to withdraw before their 
bout even began (Paus. 6.4.1-3; Decker 1995, 92). It was, however, still not considered as 
harmful as boxing. Pausanias tells us that Cleitomachus of Thebes, who competed in both 
pancratium and boxing, successfully lobbied the Hellanodicae at the Olympics to have the 
pancratium moved ahead of boxing in the schedule, since the injuries received in the latter event 
would make a pancratium victory all but impossible (6.15.3-5; Decker 1995, 91). 
 The only extant description of a pancratium bout is in Lucian’s ecphrastic dialogue the 
Anacharsis. Ancient sources on the Isthmian pancratium in particular are quite sparse. Outside of 
epinician poetry, Pausanias (5.2.4; 6.3.9; 6.4.1-3; 6.7.1-4; 6.10.3; 6.11.4-5; 6.15.3-5; 7.27.5-6; 
catalogued in Doblhofer and Mauritsch 1996, 183) provides some of the earliest information on 
Isthmian pancratiasts, although his remarks are generally confined to memorializing famous 
athletes. He also explains why the Eleans do not compete at the Isthmian games—the sons of the 
Elean Prolaus were strangled while waiting to compete in the pancratium (5.2.4; 6.3.9). A 
comment by a Pindar scholiast (Σ Isth. 6.inscr.) more or less rounds out the remaining pool of 
ancient testimonia on the contest. Doblhofer and Mauritsch also note minor references in Aelian. 
Var. His. 4.15, Alc. Mess. Anth. Fr. 9.588; Dio Chr. 37.14; Hist. Alex. Magn. rec. α 1.47.3f; 
Panod.Anecd. Par. p.154f; Phlegon FGrHist 257a; and Them. or. 15.185c-d. In addition to 
Doblhofer and Mauritsch’s (1996) commentary on excerpts and passages dealing with the 
pancratium, see also Poliakoff (1987, 54-63) and Decker (1995, 90-93) for treatments of the 
rules and history of the event. 
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ἀπ’ Ἰσθµοῦ: As Pfeijffer notes (1999a, 170 n. 41), expressions of movement away from a place, 
including locatives terminating in –θεν and prepositions like ἀπό or ἐξ, often denote the place in 
which the athlete was victorious. This is his basis for understanding Αἰγίναθε (Nem. 5.41) to 
mean that Euthymenes won two victories in Aegina rather than in contests outside of Aegina. See 
also note on Ἰσθµοῦ (5) above. 
 
τὰς δ’: a demonstrative, “and those [victories].” Despite the expectation that Pindar would 
provide an exact count of the victories, τάς is not equivalent to τόσ[σ]ας, and so it must refer to 
an indeterminate amount of Nemean victories, rather than, after τρεῖς, to another three (pace 
Fennell). The conjunction δ’ corresponds with an omitted µέν (τρεῖς [µὲν] ἀπ’ Ἰσθµοῦ), as Slater 
(s.v.) notes, as do the parallels at Ol. 12. 6 (πόλλ’ ἄνω, τὰ δ’ αὖ κάτω) and Nem. 9.43 (πολλὰ µὲν 
ἐν κονίᾳ χέρσῳ, τὰ δὲ γείτονι πόντῳ φάσοµαι), as Fennell suggests. For deictics with an external 
referent, see the note on τάνδ’ (21) above. 
 
ἀπ’ εὐφύλλου Νεµέας: The epithet εὐφύλλου is especially appropriate. First, the Nemean valley 
(ἐν βαθυπεδίῳ Νεµέᾳ, Nem. 3.18) is famous even nowadays as an important agricultural region. 
In fact, Νεµέα is probably etymologically derived from νέµος, “grove, forest” (Beekes s.v. 
νέµος), and Pausanias notes a grove of cypress trees around the temple of Zeus (2.15.2). But 
εὐφύλλου is also appropriate in the context of an ode pervaded with the imagery of cultivation 
(φυτεύει, 12; ἄρδοντι, 64) as well as in the context of a victory catalogue—the crowns were 
made of local vegetation.  
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The fem. singular form Νεµέα, as here, denotes the place, whereas the neuter plural 
Νέµεα, which is a substantive adjective, denotes the games (LSJ s.v.). For the use of an 
expression of separation to denote the location of the victory, see note on ἀπ’ Ισθµοῦ (61).  
 
62. ἀγλαοί: Pindar has a strong preference for using light-words in passages of praise. They 
connote both glory and conspicuousness. Gildersleeve (1885, xxxvi) remarks that Pindar “drains 
dry the Greek vocabulary of words for light and bright, shine and shimmer, glitter and glister, ray 
and radiance, flame and flare and flash, gleam and glow, burn and blaze.” Here ἀγλαοί looks 
forward to ἐς φάος in an interesting complex where the victors, through their deeds, bring song 
to light, and in turn, the songs make the victors glorious. 
 Slater (s.v.) is correct that, strictly speaking, Pindar applies this adjective more to objects, 
either concrete (Ol. 1.91, 2.73, 8.11; Pyth. 4.82; Nem. 3.69; 4.20, 11.4; Isth. 1.64, 8.2) or abstract 
(Pyth. 5.52; Nem. 11.20), than to people (Ol. 14.7, Isth. 8.27 and here). But a number of 
instances seem to be examples of transferred epithet, where ἀγλαός modifies the property of an 
illustrious person rather than the person himself (οὐδὲ κοµᾶν πλόκαµοι κερθέντες ᾤχοντ᾽ ἀγλαοί, 
Pyth. 4.82; Ἀµφιτρύωνος ἀγλαὸν παρὰ τύµβον, Nem. 4.20; ἀγλαῷ σκάπτῳ πέλας, 11.4; µιν 
εὐφώνων πτερύγεσσιν ἀερθέντ᾽ ἀγλααῖς Πιερίδων, Isth. 1.64; πατρὸς ἀγλαὸν Τελεσάρχου παρὰ 
πρόθυρον, 8.2). 
On light as a symbol in Pindar and Greek poetry in general, see also Gundert 1935, 11-
19; Mugler 1960, 40-72; Tarrant 1960, 181-187; Treu 1965, 83-97; Bremer 1976; Gerber 1982, 
10-11 n. 1 (χρύσός) 50 n. 23 (λάµπει); Race 1990, 63, 68, 82-83. 
 
παῖδες: for the ode’s vocabulary of children and parents, see note on ἀνδρῶν (1). 
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62. µάτρως: cf. Nem. 5.43. 
 The MSS read µάτρωες, and the emendation accepted here, and in other modern texts, 
was proposed by Schmid. Farnell’s explanation—“owing to dittography after παῖδες”—is 
sensible. Recently Fenno (2005, 309-311) has argued for adopting Hermann’s reading, µάτρωες 
ἀνάγαγον, and re-punctuating the preceding line with a full-stop. On this reading, lines 62-63 
would translate, “And what a portion of songs the splendid boys and their maternal uncle have 
brought to light!” He supports his reading with three points. First, it involves a less extensive 
emendation of the manuscript reading, µάτρωες, ἀν δ’ἄγαγον, in that it requires only the removal 
of the conjunction δ’. Fenno also adds that the removal of δ’ improves the Greek, seeing 
sentences with exclamatory οἷος as asyndetic as a rule. He dismisses the two other examples of 
exclamatory οἷος that are introduced by a connective (οἷον δ’, Ol. 9.89; οἷά τε, Isth. 1.24) 
because they are elements in a series, which he believes the present example is not. Finally, he 
defends the meaning of the newly formulated sentence, explaining that lines 60-61 describe the 
accomplishments of Phylacidas, Pytheas and Euthymenes, and line 62 widens the scope, 
remarking on the actions of all Phylacidas’ and Pytheas’ maternal relatives. This is, however, a 
misreading of the passage. Lines 60-62 describe two aspects of the same state of affairs—
winning athletic victories amounts to bringing songs to light, as lines 10-13 show. The agents of 
ἄραντο and ἄγαγον then must be the same people and the connective δ’ reinforces this fact. And 
while οἷος does indeed denote this passage as an exclamation, this phrasing is chosen for the 
sake of poikilia, and the statement is equivalent to “and they have brought such a portion of 
songs to light,” bringing it in line with the rest of the sentences that comprise this series. And 
despite Fenno’s objection, lines 60-65 do in fact qualify as a series. They explain, sequentially, 
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the effect of these victories first on the victors themselves (60-62), then on their clan (63-65), 
then on their city (65-66). On the other hand, the loss of the connective is detrimental to the 
sense of the passage. By removing the δ’ and re-punctuating 61 with a full stop, line 62 is placed 
in asyndeton, but neither explanatory asyndeton nor transitional asyndeton makes sense here. 
Ultimately, even though Schmid’s emendation requires a somewhat more invasive emendation of 
the text, it is the only metrical option that makes sense in the context. 
 
62. ἀνὰ δ’ ἄγαγον: “they brought (into the light).” The omitted subjects are Phylacidas, Pytheas 
and Euthymenes. Kurke (1991, 54-55) sees ἀνά as denoting a return (“they brought back”), as it 
does in verbs like ἀναχωρέω and ἀναβαίνω. But there are no instances in Pindar of the prefix 
ἀνα- used with verbs of motion where it is clear that it denotes “return” rather than upwards 
movement. In fact, for denoting return movement, Pindar’s preference seems to be for complex 
forms with ἀπο- (ἀποπέµων, Ol. 8.50; ἀποπλέων, Nem. 7.36) or even simplex forms (generally 
κοµίζω, Ol. 13.59; Pyth. 3.56, 4.159; 3.48, 7.28, 8.44). More importantly, in the context of ἐς 
φάος, understood as denoting “into the light [of the sun],” it is much more likely that the 
primitive meaning of “upwards” is operative here.  
 Meter: In Pindar complex verbs do not occur in sentence-initial position if a post-positive 
word is present, and as a rule undergo tmesis (Watkins 2002, 326-337). For this reason complex 
verbs generally occur in or near sentence-final position; see note on <ἀν>αγήσασθ’ (56) above. 
 
ἐς φάος: “into the light [of the sun];” that is, revealed songs for all to see. Slater (s.v.) sees a 
metaphor for giving birth here, and so he translates “brought to birth.” This interpretation is 
perhaps motivated by the formulaic phrase ἴδῃ φάος [ἠελίοιο] (h.Ven. 256), which is often used 
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to describe the birth of children. But this interpretation would be out of place here. The binary of 
light/dark is common in Pindar, and this imagery is frequently found in odes that celebrate the 
recent victories of families who had previously fallen into obscurity (Isth. 3 and 4). For Pindar’s 
vocabulary of light, see note on ἀγλαοί (62). 
 
 οἵαν: The exclamatory adjectives οἷος and ὅσος typically come first in their clauses. But three 
times in Pindar, the adjective is delayed until later in the sentence (διήρχετο κύκλον ὅσσᾳ βοᾷ, 
Ol. 9.93; νικαφορίαις γὰρ ὅσαις, Nem. 10.41). As Hummel (1993, §376) correctly notes, in these 
cases οἶος/ὅσος is equivalent to a non-exclamatory adjective denoting greatness in quantity, 
scope or size, and as such its word order is not determined by the typical rules governing the 
word order of exclamations. Here οἵαν µοῖραν is equivalent to τοιαύταν µοῖραν.  
 
µοῖραν ὕµνων: “[fated] portion of songs.” µοῖρα is likely derived from µείροµαι (Beekes s.v.) 
and can denote “portion” without connoting “fated,” as in ἐν δὲ µιᾷ µοίρᾳ χρόνου (Ol. 7.94) or 
ἐν δαιτὸς δὲ µοίρᾳ (Pyth. 4.127). But in the context of the gnomic statement in lines 10-13 (εἰ 
γάρ τις ἀνθρώπων δαπάνᾳ τε χαρείς | πράσσει θεοδµάτους ἀρετάς | σύν τέ οἱ δαίµων φυτεύει 
δόξαν ἐπήρατον), in which the gods were given credit again for a man’s success and his 
reputation, as well as Pindar’s prayer to Clotho and the fates in lines 16-18, it is best to see 
µοῖραν here as connoting fate. It is worth noting that lines 10-12 and 60-66 form a sort of ring-
composition. In lines 10-12, the poet describes the benefits that attend victory without reference 
to anyone in particular, and in lines 62-66, he lays out these same benefits—victory itself, song, 
fame and blessedness, all of which are granted by the gods—but with a specific referent—the 
children and family of Lampon.  
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ὕµνων: Hymnoi are specifically songs of praise and celebration (Slater s.v.), as shown by the 
adjective that is derived from it, ὑµνητός (εὐδαίµων δὲ καὶ ὑµνητὸς οὗτος ἀνὴρ γίνεται σοφοῖς, 
Pyth. 10.22; Ἰόλαον, ὑµνητὸν ἐόντα, Pyth. 11.61). As Race (1986, 24) notes, “Pindar generally 
uses two terms to refer to his poems: hymnos (hymn) and aoida (song)…Taken together, all of 
these terms define the primary intention of the genre: to praise victorious areta in song. The 
epinician genre is basically a secularization of the hymn to gods, where the emphasis shifts from 
praising the works and powers of the gods (as in the Homeric hymns) to glorifying the 
achievements of men.” But as lines 10-12 (as well as Ol. 3.38-39) make clear, the gods are owed 
credit and praise for men’s accomplishments.  
 
63. τάν: with πάτραν. The force is the same as the deictic demonstrative, τάνδε—“this clan 
here.” The deictic implies the presence of the Aeginetan Psalychiads. But just as with τάνδε at 
line 21, this deictic also serves to prompt future audiences to imagine the attendance of 
Phylacidas’ relatives at the performance of his victory ode.  
 
Ψαλυχιαδᾶν…πάτραν: The traditional understanding is that this is the clan to which Phylacidas 
(and his brother Pytheas) belongs. Jonathan Fenno (2005) has recently questioned this 
interpretation, and he points to a number of complications in the current understanding. First, this 
is the only place in any of the odes to Pytheas and Phylacidas that Pindar names the clan 
Psalychiadae. Second, the scholiast’s identification of Phylacidas as a Psalychiad was likely 
surmised from this passage, rather than from external evidence. Moreover, if Lampon and his 
children are understood to be members of the Psalychiad clan, then Euthymenes would be both 
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excluded from the Psalychiad clan and glorifying it at the same time. Fenno sees a general 
unease among scholars in allowing the poet to praise the victor’s family, rather than the victor 
exclusively. This has led to a tendency to make unnecessary emendations that detract from the 
praise of the laudandus’ family. Here he has in mind Schmid’s emendation, µάτρως, of the MSS 
reading, µάτρωες. Accordingly, he follows Hermann, in preserving the MSS reading, and argues 
that Euthymenes and Themistius are in fact Psalychiads, and that Lampon and his sons are not. 
This interpretation leads Fenno also to understand τόν τε Θεµιστίου ὀρθώσαντες οἶκον (65-66) as 
a gloss on τὰν Ψαλυχιαδᾶν δὲ πάτραν Χαρίτων | ἄρδοντι καλλίστᾳ δρόσῳ (63-64), with both 
statements serving as praise for Phylacidas’ maternal relatives. But while Fenno’s observations 
about the problems in these lines are important to keep in mind, the solution that he proposes has 
problems of its own. First, Pindar calls the Psalychiads a πάτρα, rather than, for example, a 
γενεά. Since πάτρα refers to a patrilineal clan (Figueira 1981, 333; Fenno 2005, 311 n. 56), the 
choice of vocabulary seems to indicate that Pindar is referring to the victor’s paternal line. From 
the beginning of the ode, where Lampon is featured so prominently, it is clear that Pindar is 
interested primarily in the young victor’s paternity (Λάµπωνος εὐαέθλου γενεᾶς ὕπερ, 3), and so 
an explicit naming of his paternal clan is appropriate. Fenno also exaggerates the problem of 
Pindar portraying Euthymenes as glorifying the house of the Psalychiads, despite not being a 
member of that clan. First, Phylacidas is the primary subject, and as long as his agency is not 
problematic, then the phrase as a whole is not especially troubling. Second, Euthymenes’ 
victories do bolster the house of Themistius, which goes to explain his relevance to these two 
sentences taken together. Finally, Fenno is probably not correct in seeing τόν τε Θεµιστίου 
ὀρθώσαντες οἶκον as a gloss on τὰν Ψαλυχιαδᾶν δὲ πάτραν Χαρίτων | ἄρδοντι καλλίστᾳ δρόσῳ. 
Although Pindar often follows a metaphorical statement with a literal rephrasing, here he is not 
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saying “and they watered the clan of the Psalychiads, that is, he restored the house of Lampon,” 
but rather “they watered his paternal clan, the Psalychiads, and they bolstered the maternal line 
of Pytheas and Phylacidas.” He is crediting the boys with bringing glory to both their maternal 
and paternal lines, just as Melissus is credited with bringing glory to his paternal and maternal 
relatives at Isth. 3.15-17. 
 
63-64. Χαρίτων...καλλίστᾳ δρόσῳ: Like the Δίρκας ἁγνὸν ὕδωρ (74), which is brought forth by 
the daughters of Mnemosyne (74-75), the δρόσος Χαρίτων is a metaphor for epinician song. By 
referring to song as the dew of the Graces, Pindar stresses the restorative power of victory song, 
as in Nem. 4.1-5 (Ἄριστος εὐφροσύνα πόνων κεκριµένων | ἰατρός. αἱ δὲ σοφαί | Μοισᾶν 
θύγατρες ἀοιδαὶ θέλξαν νιν ἁπτόµεναι. | οὐδὲ θερµὸν ὕδωρ τόσον γε µαλθακὰ τεύχει | γυῖα, 
τόσσον εὐλογία φόργµιγγι συνάορος). But here the restorative effect of song is not directed at the 
fatigue and pain of martial competition, but at the obscurity into which the Psalychiad clan had 
previously sunk.  
 
64. ἄρδοντι: The water/vegetation theme continues here with another metaphor for water/drink 
as poetry. But whereas the water metaphor elsewhere in the ode is primarily about drink, ἄρδω is 
drawn from the vocabulary of agriculture. The ἀρδ- root is the basis for a number of words 
related to “irrigation” (Beekes s.v.). As such it is especially applicable here—the Psalychiad clan 
is coming to fruition under the cultivating effect of the victory songs for Lampon’s sons. The 
current irrigation metaphor looks back to line 12 (σύν τέ οἱ δαίµων φυτεύει δόξαν ἐπήρατον). 
The sense of ἄρδω as “to cultivate” is also found at Ol. 5.23 (ὑγίεντα δ’ εἴ τις ὄλβον ἄρδει), in a 
context where victory and song is responsible for augmenting the prosperity of a family and 
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people. We also find, apparently in a fragment of a lost epinician, the close expression ἄρδοντ’ 
ἀοιδαῖς (fr. 6b. f1).  
 Pindar uses imagery of cultivation in a variety of metapoetic passages. At Ol. 9.21-27 
(ἐγὼ δέ τοι φίλαν πόλιν | µαλεραῖς ἐπιφλέγων ἀοιδαῖς, | καὶ ἀγάνορος ἵππου | θᾶσσον καὶ ναὸς 
ὑποπτέρου παντᾷ | ἀγγελίαν πέµψω ταύταν, | εἰ σύν τινι µοιριδίῳ παλάµᾳ | ἐξαίρετον Χαρίτων 
νέµοµαι κᾶπον), he describes himself as maintaining the garden of the Graces, that is, working as 
a poet. At Pyth. 6.1-3 (Ἀκούσατ’· ἦ γὰρ ἑλικώπιδος Ἀφροδίτας | ἄρουραν ἢ Χαρίτων | 
ἀναπολίζοµεν), the plowing of the field of Aphrodite and the Graces is a metaphor for the 
performance of song. Fennell points to Nem. 8.40-42 (αὔξεται δ’ ἀρετά, χλωραῖς ἐέρσαις ὡς ὅτε 
δένδρεον ᾄσσει, | <ἐν> σοφοῖς ἀνδρῶν ἀερθεῖσ’ ἐν δικαίοις τε πρὸς ὑγρόν αἰθέρα). At Nem. 
9.48-49 (ἡσυχία δὲ φιλεῖ µὲν συµπόσιον· νεοθαλὴς δ’ αὔξεται | µαλθακᾷ νικαφορία σὺν ἀοιδᾷ), 
victory is said to bloom under the effect of song. With the reference to the symposium and the 
emphasis on song going hand in hand with victory, the last example is the most relevant for the 
current passage.  
  The present form contrasts with the aorist ἀνὰ...ἄγαγον (62). The preceding verbs 
ἄραντο (60) and ἀνὰ...ἄγαγον (62) denote that a certain number of victories have been achieved, 
but ἄρδοντι denotes that the effect of these victories—the glorification of the clan of the 
Psalychiadae—is an on-going, unbound state of affairs. The metaphor refers to the composition 
and performance of all songs that celebrate Phylacidas and his clan, including this very ode, and 
so the state of affairs exists at the present speech moment. 
 Pindar makes use of both the Doric form (-οντι) and Aeolic (-οισι) but never Attic 
(-ουσι). As usual, the Doric morphological form is Pindar’s default, with the Aeolic form serving 
as a metrically convenient alternative. But since the Aeolic and Doric forms are metrically 
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identical, the Aeolic form is used primarily to avoid hiatus, because ν-moveable is not permitted 
on the Doric ending. The Doric ending can, however, be elided. On the variant forms and uses of 
the 3rd pl. ending, see Peter 1866, 55-56. On the phonological changes that led to the distinct 
Doric and Aeolic forms of this ending, see my note on Μοισαίων (2) above.  
 
καλλίστᾳ: The dew is most beautiful because the Graces are most beautiful. When an adjective 
is applied to an object, rather than to the possessor of that object, it is tempting to construe it as a 
transferred epithet. Bers (1974, 46), for instance, points to Ol. 1.42 (ὕπατον εὐρυτίµου ποτὶ δῶµα 
Διός) where the adjective ὕπατος modifies δῶµα rather than Διός. Regarding that passage, he 
notes that the enallage is logical, since “objects have certain qualities because their owners have 
them.” But if this is indeed enallage, it is a weak case, since the adjective is still very appropriate 
to the noun that it is in fact applied to. At Pyth. 5.99 we find δρόσῳ µαλθακᾷ, in another song 
metaphor, and there the adjective cannot be construed as a transferred epithet.  
 
δρόσῳ: δρόσος is commonly found to mean “drink,” as at Ol. 7.2 (ἀµπέλου καχλάζοισαν 
δρόσῳ), in a passage that corresponds closely with the beginning of this ode. But closer is δρόσῳ 
µαλθακᾷ...κώµων (Pyth. 5.99-100) where δρόσος is also used metaphorically of song. In their 
range of uses, δρόσος and ἔερσα are indistinguishable. ἔερσα denotes “drink” in the drink of 
song metaphor at Nem. 3.76-80 (ἐγὼ τόδε τοι | πέµπω µεµιγµένον µέλι λευκῷ | σὺν γάλακτι, 
κιρναµένα δ’ ἔερσ’ ἀµφέπει, πόµ’ ἀοίδιµον Αἰολίσσιν ἐν πνοαίσιν αὐλῶν, | ὀψέ περ). In the 
current passage, however, because of the proximity of ἄρδω, we are not to think of δρόσος as 
denoting drink, but pure water more generally. Purity is the defining characteristic of dew 
(καθαραῖς δρόσοις, Eur. Ion 96). ἔρση is also used to denote rain at Il. 11.53 (LSJ s.v.), and 
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perhaps δρόσος has the same denotation here. For the imagery of dew in this passage in 
particular, see Boedeker 1984, 95 and n. 32. 
 
65. τόν: here equivalent to the spatial demonstrative τόνδε. For the demonstrative as both an 
exophoric deictic and a cue for later readers to imagine the original audience, see note on τάν 
(63) above.  
 
Θεµιστίου ὀρθώσαντες: Epic correption is permitted in the short syllables of D feet. It also 
ameliorates the hiatus (Gildersleeve 1885, lxxxi).  
 
Θεµιστίου: according to the scholiast, Themistius is the maternal grandfather of Phylacidas and 
Pytheas. We learn in Nem. 5.60 that he found success himself as an athlete, although he fell short 
of achieving victory in any of the crown games. Nevertheless, he set the precedent of athletic 
success for Phylacidas’ maternal line, and it is this reputation that is “bolstered” (ὀρθώσαντες) by 
the recent victories of Euthymenes and of Lampon’s sons. For the question of his membership in 
the Psalychiad clan, see note on Ψαλυχιαδᾶν in line 63.  
 
ὀρθώσαντες: understood by both Slater and the LSJ to mean “to exalt” here. This broadening of 
the literal meaning “to raise, straighten, or bolster” is found at Pyth. 4.59-60 (ὦ µάκαρ υἱὲ 
Πολυµνάστου, σὲ δ’ ἐν τούτῳ λόγῳ | χρησµὸς ὤρθωσεν µελίσσας Δελφίδος αὐτοµάτῳ κελάδῳ). 
The occurrence at Isth. 4.37-39 (ἀλλ’ Ὅµηρός τοι τετίµακεν δι’ ἀνθρώπων, ὃς αὐτοῦ | πᾶσαν 
ὀρθώσαις ἀρετὰν κατὰ ῥάβδον ἔφρασεν | θεσπεσίων ἐπέων λοιποῖς ἀθύρειν) has also been 
interpreted as exhibiting the same meaning (Slater s.v. ὀρθόω). But ὀρθώσαις there should be 
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construed as “having secured” or “having made to last,” since in that passage Pindar is concerned 
with the power of song to make κλέος endure despite time and hardship. As such, it corresponds 
with what Kurke (1991, 18 and 18 n. 10, 55) has referred to as “the inevitable entropy of kleos.” 
Context would also suggest that “to secure” or “to bolster” is the meaning at Isth. 6.65. As in 
Pyth. 4, the laudandus of Isth. 6 is responsible for bolstering the reputation of his ancestors—
Themistius was a successful athlete, and the later successes of Pytheas, Phylacidas and 
Euthymenes show that the grandfather’s excellence persists in his progeny.  
 With the aorist tense, ὀρθώσαντες refers to the athletic victories, and perhaps the initial 
performance of the victory song, but not to the continued performance and effect of these songs, 
which would be denoted by a present verb. Beekes (s.v.) point out that in the aorist, complex 
forms of ὀρθόω are more common than the simplex. In Pindar, however, with the exception of 
Ol. 7.21 (διορθῶσαι), only simplex forms of ὀρθόω are found, and, moreover, all of them are 
aorist (ὀρθώσαις, Ol. 3.3 and Isth. 4.38; ὤρθωσεν, Pyth. 4.60; ὀρθῶσαι, Isth. 1.46; ὀρθώσειν, 
Nem. 1.15; ὀρθωθεῖσα, Isth. 5.48).  
 
οἶκον: the meaning of the PIE root from which οἶκος comes (*ueik-), “physical house,” is 
broadened at an early date, and in Greek οἶκος denotes not only the physical structure but the 
family and servants that occupy it and the land and livestock that supports it (Kurke 1991, 8). 
Aristotle (Pol. 1253b1) himself notes that the central building block of the polis is the oikos, 
rather than the individual. Leslie Kurke (1991) has contributed most to our understanding of the 
centrality of the oikos to Pindar’s epinician poetry. In fact, in her 1991 monograph, one of her 
primary goals is to “restore the minimal social unit of Greek society—the individual household, 
or oikos—to Pindar’s economy” (8). For Kurke, the oikos rather than the individual is invested 
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with the kleos that is earned through athletic victory. But there is an “entropy of kleos” (Kurke 
1991, 18 and 18 n. 10), and members of the household are constantly required to leave the 
household in order to earn more victories and the symbolic capital that comes from these 
victories (Kurke 1991, passim esp. 8, 36), and then to bring it back to the oikos. This cycle of 
separation, achievement, and reintegration, which is indebted to Crotty’s (1982) view of the 
ritual nature of Pindar’s epinicia, Kurke refers to as the “loop of nostos” (Kurke 1991, 15-34), 
and it is the process by which households can avoid falling into obsolescence. While I do not 
agree with Kurke that Isth. 6 includes imagery of a nostos journey (see note on lines 22-23 
above), her idea that athletic victories bolster the household does accord with this passage (see 
note on ὀρθώσαντες above). Moreover, it is significant that Pindar names the bolstering of the 
household as a cause for why the city is blessed (see note on 63-66 above). Kurke (1991, 7-9) 
explains that epinician poetry is the space in which the interests of the oikos and the polis are 
negotiated. By figuring the individual’s athletic victory as redounding not only on the household, 
but also on the city, she argues for the reintegration of the victor into the community, and for the 
enrichment of the victor’s household with the symbolic capital that was earned by that victory. 
  
τάνδε πόλιν: The deictic implies that in all likelihood, the original performance took place in 
Aegina town. Of the various denotations of the word πόλις that are outlined by M. H. Hansen 
(2006, 56-61), the main verb ναίουσι makes it clear that here we are dealing with the town 
specifically, rather than the town and its environs or the πολῖται who inhabit these places. In this 
sense, πόλις is roughly equivalent to ἄστυ (Hansen 2005, 56). For the various applications of the 
word πόλις to Aegina, its people, and its territory, see Hansen and Nielsen 2005, 620-622. For 
the identification of Aegina town as the original performance context, see Indegaard 2011, 299.  
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66. θεοφιλῆ: The city is blessed precisely because of the athletic success of Phylacidas and his 
family, which illustrates Kurke’s (1991, 9) point that the polis derives its kleos from the kleos of 
its constituent oikoi. The interdependence of the two is emphasized here also by the close 
proximity of the two words (οἶκον τάνδε πόλιν). The θεο- compound recalls the emphasis that 
Pindar puts on divine will in lines 10-13 (θεοδµάτους, 11; δαίµων φυτεύει, 12; θεότιµος, 13). 
 
Λάµπων: Lampon’s reentry is emphasized by the placement of his name in the topic pre-particle 
position. 
 
µελέταν: “diligence” (Slater s.v.). Although Pindar uses the term with a great deal of nuance—at 
three points (Ol. 14.18, Nem. 6.54, Isth. 5.28) it is used to denote “topic of song”—here µελέτα is 
effectively a byword for “training.” A similar use is found at Ol. 9.106-107 (µία δ’ οὐχ ἅπαντας 
ἄµµε θρέψει | µελέτα), as well as at Bacch. 13.192 (µελέταν τε βροτωφελέα Μενάνδρου). For the 
importance that ancient rhetoricians placed on supplementing natural talent with training, 
specifically µελέτη, and the significance of this for the epinicia of Pindar and Bacchylides, see 
Shorey 1909, esp. 188. 
 
67. ἔργοις: Kurke (1991, 89 n. 18) suggests that Pindar is punning on the title of the Hesiodic 
source text. But Stamatopoulou’s (2008, 21 n. 46) doubt is well founded; the title of that work, 
like so many other works, likely dates to the Hellenistic period. See also the note on ἔργων 
καλῶν (22). 
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ὀπάζων: The participial phrase µελέταν | ἔργοις ὀπάζων is a gloss on Hesiod’s µελέτη δὲ τὸ 
ἔργον ὀφέλλει (Op. 412). The participle has the circumstantial force of manner, indicating how 
Lampon shows respect for Hesiod’s proverb—he puts it into action. While derived from ἕποµαι 
and used with the sense of causation, “to make to follow,” ὀπάζω develops the broadened 
meaning of “to give” fairly early. For Pindar the current example is exceptional; as Slater (s.v.) 
points out, Pindar uses ὀπάζω primarily with divine agents. But as Il. 22.51 (πολλὰ γὰρ ὤπασε 
παιδὶ γέρων ὀνοµάκλυτος Ἄλτης) shows, there is no connotation of divinity inherent in the word 
itself. D’Alessio (2005, 231 and n. 57) points to a potential intertext in the Homeric Hymn to 
Hermes (ἔργῳ δ’ ἔργον ὄπαζε, 120).  
 
Ἡσιόδου: This is the only point in the epinicia where Pindar explicitly acknowledges a Hesiodic 
reference (Stamatopoulou 2008, 15). By explicitly naming the reference, Pindar makes it clear 
that he is affiliating Lampon with the wisdom poetry associated, above all, with his fellow 
Boeotian Hesiod. This affiliation is strengthened by the specific phrasing—Lampon is said to 
enact Hesiod’s proverb (ὀπάζων, τιµᾷ) and to impart it to his sons as a valuable maxim 
(παραινεῖ). As D’Alessio (2005, 231-232) and Stamatopoulou (2008, 23-24) have noted, in so 
doing, Pindar has depicted Lampon, in his capacity as advice-giver, as a Hesiodic figure himself. 
See note on παρανεῖ below.  
 
τιµᾷ: is best construed as “he places a high value on,” since it governs an inanimate direct 
object. Cf. Ol. 6.72 (τιµῶντες δ’ ἀρετάς) and 7.88 (τίµα µὲν ὕµνου τεθµὸν Ὀλυµπιονίκαν).  
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τοῦτ’ ἔπος: The demonstrative is anaphoric, and refers to the paraphrase of Hesiod’s proverb, as 
Stamatopoulou (2008, 23 n. 49) notes. Hummel (1993, 190) construes it as “nettement 
exophorique,” presumably because she understands τοῦτ’ ἔπος as meaning “that famous epic 
poem” rather than “this saying or dictum.” But in the context of the foregoing citation, it is best 
to take ἔπος here as “saying” or “proverb”—while a rare use in Pindar, it does occur in other 
authors, for instance, at Hdt. 7.51 (τὸ παλαιὸν ἔπος) and Ar. Av. 507 (τοῦτ’ ἄρ’ ἐκεῖν’ ἦν τοὔπος 
ἀληθῶς) (LSJ s.v.). ἔπος does not have any necessary generic affiliations. While it can be used to 
denote epic poetry specifically, as it does at Nem. 2.2 (Ὁµηρίδαι ῥαπτῶν ἐπέων τὰ πόλλ’ ἀοιδοί), 
Pindar uses it to refer also to his own choral lyric (φόρµιγγά τε ποικιλόγαρυν καὶ βοὰν αὐλῶν 
ἐπέων τε θέσιν | Αἰνησιδάµου παιδὶ συµµεῖξαι πρεπόντως, Ol. 3.8-9; ἔγειρ’ ἐπέων σφιν οἶµον 
λιγύν, Ol. 9.47). 
 
ἔπος: for the brevis in longo and period-break, see note on φείσατο (33) above. 
 
68. τε: the choice of τε over δέ emphasizes the close connection between Lampon enacting this 
maxim and teaching his sons to do the same; this sentence is not subsequent to the preceding 
one: they exist together to express the ubiquitous λόγος/ἔργον merism. 
 
φράζων: “and when telling,” sc. τοῦτ’ ἔπος.  
 
παραινεῖ: Slater translates as “to advise or make aware of,” but the sense is much closer to “to 
recommend or offer as advice.” παραινέω has this same sense in its only other occurrence in 
Pindar (σύ τοι σχεθών νιν ἐπὶ δεξιὰ χειρός, ὀρθὰν ἄγεις ἐφηµοσύναν, | τά ποτ’ ἐν οὔρεσι φαντὶ 
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µεγαλοσθενεῖ | Φιλύρας υἱὸν ὀρφανιζοµένῳ | Πηλεΐδᾳ παραινεῖν, Pyth. 6.20-23). As D’Alessio 
(2005, 231-232) notes, it is remarkable that the two passages in which Pindar uses παραινέω to 
denote the act of offering guidance to a maturing child both refer to Hesiod: Isth. 6.68 by quoting 
the Works and Days, and Pyth. 6.23, according to the scholiast, by drawing from the Cheironos 
Hypothekai that was attributed to Hesiod (see also Kurke 1991, 157). D’Alessio (2005, 231-232) 
also points out that while Pindar puts the Hesiodic maxim in the mouth of Lampon, he also 
draws and analogy between himself and Heracles in a myth drawn from Hesiod’s Megalai Eoiai. 
This is significant because it shows that both Pindar and Lampon are bound by a mutual 
appreciation for the same sort of cultural values, and serves to explain further their feeling of 
mutual philia. 
 
69. ξυνόν: Pindar emphasizes that Lampon’s accomplishments benefit the community by putting 
this significant word first in the strophe. In making his argument for the praiseworthiness of a 
successful athlete, the laudator must make two points. The first is that what the athlete has 
accomplished, and what his family before him has accomplished, testifies to a particularly great, 
inborn ἀρετά. But this ἀρετά is of value only for the athlete and his family, unless it can be 
shown that it is of some benefit also to the community. ξυνός is a favorite word of Pindar’s for 
making this claim. Pindar states this explicitly at Pyth. 9.93-94 (οὕνεκεν, εἰ φίλος ἀστῶν, εἴ τις 
ἀντάεις, τό γ’ ἐν ξυνῷ πεποναµένον εὖ | µὴ λόγον βλάπτων ἁλίοιο γέροντος κρυπτέτω). Here 
Pindar issues an injunction to praise a man not only because he has toiled, but because he has 
toiled for the common benefit (ἐν ζυνῷ). As in Isth. 6 (ἄστει), the beneficiaries are explicitly 
identified as fellow citizens (φίλος ἀστῶν). Similarly, at Pyth. 11.54, after the famous and much 
disputed passage (Young 1968, 1-26, esp. 6-9) in which the poet rejects the lot of tyrants (θεόθεν 
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ἐραίµαν καλῶν, | δυνατὰ µαιόµενος ἐν ἁλικίᾳ. τῶν γὰρ ἀνὰ πόλιν εὑρίσκων τὰ µέσα µακροτέρῳ | 
ὄλβῳ τεθαλότα, µέµφοµ’ αἶσαν τυραννίδων), the laudator makes a positive statement about what 
it means to be a good citizen: ξυναῖσι δ’ ἀµφ’ ἀρεταῖς τέταµαι. Here, instead of a gnomic 
statement, Pindar states that he strives to accomplish deeds of communal benefit or significance. 
But this is an example of Pindar expressing through the “bardic I” a normative principle—all 
men should strive for this. Pindar continues with an explanation of this principle—begrudging 
men are repulsed by communal actions (φθονεροὶ δ’ ἀµύνονται). Emphasizing the communal 
aspect of victory is a strategic way of forestalling the potential begrudging response of the 
audience, and this same idea occurs in Pyth. 9.93 (εἴ τις ἀντάεις). This idea is, however, not 
stated explicitly in Isth. 6, which never addresses the otherwise frequent concept of φθόνος.  
 
ἄστει: ἄστει, here equivalent to ἀστοῖς, and ξένων in the next line forms a merism that comprises 
all people who live in or come to Aegina. The ἀστός/ξεῖνος merism is also found Ol. 7.90 (δίδοι 
τέ οἱ αἰδοίαν χάριν καὶ ποτ’ ἀστῶν καὶ ποτὶ ξείνων), Ol. 13.2 (οἶκον ἥµερον ἀστοῖς, ξένοισι δὲ 
θεράποντα), and Pyth. 4.78 (ξεῖνος αἴτ’ ὦν ἀστός). 
 
κόσµον: The scholiast glosses κόσµον here as εὐδοξίαν (Σ Isth. 6.97, 3.259) but more 
specifically it refers to the victory and accompanying song, as it often does (Ol. 3.13, 8.83, 
11.13; Nem. 2.9, 3.31). This more abstract use of κόσµος might be an extension of its use to 
denote the actual victory garland, for example at Ol. 3.13 (ἀµφὶ κόµαισι βάλῃ γλαυχόροα κόσµον 
ἐλαίας) and Ol. 11.13 (κόσµον ἐπὶ στεφάνῳ χρυσέας ἐλαίας). With ξυνὸν ἄστει κόσµον Pindar 
perhaps makes use of the language of dedication, if Anth. Pal. 6.142 (σάν τε χάριν, Διόνυσε, καὶ 
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ἀγλαὸν ἄστεϊ κόσµον | Θεσσαλίας µ’ ἀνέθηκ’ ἀρχὸς Ἐχεκρατίδας; =Anacreon Ep. 107D) is any 
indication. 
 
ξένων: an objective genitive with εὐεργεσίαις (Bury ad loc.; see also Schwyzer 2.121 and 
Hummel 1993, §108). As Kurke (1991, 135) notes, Pindar typically refers to xenia in figuring his 
own relationship to the victor or his family, and this is perhaps implied in this passage as well. 
By stressing the affection guest-friends feel for Lampon, Pindar recalls the philia-motif of the 
first strophe and antistrophe (ἀνδρὸς φίλου, 18) and implies that he himself is a recipient of 
Lampon’s euergetism. The two occurrences of the arrival-motif (21, 56-58), inasmuch as they 
emphasize the status of the poet as a foreigner, support this view. 
 
εὐεργεσίαις: Acts of euergetism require reciprocity from the recipient (Arist. Rh. 1361a28-b2). 
Pindar notes this requirement at Pyth. 2.21-24 (θεῶν δ’ ἐφετµαῖς Ἰξίονα φαντὶ ταῦτα βροτοῖς | 
λέγειν ἐν πτερόεντι τροχῷ | παντᾷ κυλινδόµενον· | τὸν εὐεργέταν ἀγαναῖς ἀµοιβαῖς ἐποιχοµένους 
τίνεσθαι) when he puts in the mouth of Ixion the injunction, phrased as a gnomic statement, that 
it is necessary to pay back an euergetes with praise. In Pindar, the most frequently mentioned act 
of euergetism is victory itself. But Pindar also praises his laudandi for other acts of civic 
beneficence, for example, Psaumis for his sacrifices at Ol. 5.4-7. Since xenoi were beneficiaries 
of his beneficence, it can be assumed that Lampon’s euergetism also extended beyond athletic 
matters. Moreover, at Pyth. 4.29-31, Pindar describes, in a gnomic statement, the symposium as 
a sort of beneficence towards guest-friends: φιλίων δ’ ἐπέων | ἄρχετο, ξείνοις ἅτ’ ἐλθόντεσσιν 
εὐεργέται | δεῖπν’ ἐπαγγέλλοντι πρῶτον. The gnomic phrasing indicates that it is widely accepted 
that the hosting of foreigners at a banquet is an act of beneficence. This would have been 
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applicable to the original performance context, likely a banquet and symposium at the house of 
Lampon (see note on τάνδε πόλιν above), and the use of εὐεργεσίαις would have served as a 
reminder that those hosted by Lampon should feel affection for him.  
 
ἀγαπᾶται: Not only does the verb describe the present state of affairs—that Lampon is loved for 
his beneficence—it also prescribes the response to the current victory and song.  
There is apparently no semantic difference between ἀγαπάω and ἀγαπάζω (Pyth. 4.241; 
Isth. 5.53), but Pindar does use the latter to mean “to greet,” rather than “to honor or love,” and 
this adheres closer to the strict, etymological meaning of both ἀγαπάω and ἀγαπάζω (Beekes s.v. 
ἀγαπάω). Ultimately, however, as with most close morphological variants, metrical convenience 
is likely the deciding factor. 
 
71. µέτρα: the substantive plural adjective is equivalent to a single abstract noun, “moderation.” 
Pindar praises moderation, or issues the injunction to observe moderation, also at Ol. 13.47-48 
(ἕπεται δ’ ἐν ἑκάστῳ | µέτρον· νοῆσαι δὲ καιρὸς ἄριστος), Pyth. 2.34 (χρὴ δὲ κατ’ αὐτὸν αἰεὶ 
παντὸς ὁρᾶν µέτρον), and Nem. 11.47 (κερδέων δὲ χρὴ µέτρον θηρευέµεν). The most famous 
example is Pyth. 11.50-53 (θεόθεν ἐραίµαν καλῶν, | δυνατὰ µαιόµενος ἐν ἁλικίᾳ. | τῶν γὰρ ἀνὰ 
πόλιν εὑρίσκων τὰ µέσα µακροτέρῳ | ὄλβῳ τεθαλότα, µέµφοµ’ αἶσαν τυραννίδων). As the 
matter of primary concern, µέτρα holds the pre-article topic position. 
 
µέν: anticipates the following δέ and serves not to emphasize µέτρα, but the entire phrase—the 
correspondence here is between the participles διώκων and κατέχων.  
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γνώµᾳ: Slater glosses this use as “purposefully,” but the sense of the passage demands “in 
thought or judgment,” a meaning also found at Nem. 10.89 (ὣς ἄρ’ αὐδάσαντος οὐ γνώµᾳ 
διπλόαν θέτο βουλάν) and Isth. 4.71b-72a (κυβερνατῆρος οἰακοστρόφου | γνώµᾳ πεπιθὼν 
πολυβούλῳ). While moderation is here and in the following sentence the matter of primary 
concern, the contrast in these two sentences is that here we are told that Lampon observes 
moderation in his mind, and in line 72, he observes it in speech, that is, in his public dealings. 
Pindar emphasizes γνώµᾳ as the most salient piece of information by putting it in the post-topic, 
pre-verb focus position (Dik 2007, 38).  
 
διώκων: διώκω is not a telic verb, and so it denotes a state of continuous effort—Lampon 
continually practices moderation. Metaphorical uses of διώκω also occur at Isth. 4.3 (ὑµετέρας 
ἀρετὰς ὕµνῳ διώκειν), and Isth. 7.40-42 (ὅ τι τερπνὸν ἐφάµερον διώκων | ἕκαλος ἔπειµι γῆρας ἔς 
τε τὸν µόρσιµον | αἰῶνα). The idea of observing moderation is expressed once again through a 
hunting metaphor at Nem. 11.47 (κερδέων δὲ χρὴ µέτρον θηρευέµεν). 
 
µέτρα: as with the first instance in this line, here µέτρα is placed in topic position. The repetition 
of a term in close proximity to the first occurrence is not common, but it is found at Isth. 3.7-8 
(χρὴ µὲν ὑµνῆσαι τὸν ἐσλόν, | χρὴ δὲ κωµάζοντ’ ἀγαναῖς χαρίτεσσιν βαστάσαι). There the 
emphatic placement and repetition of χρή stresses the chreos-motif as the central idea of that 
sentence. For another instance of emphatic repetition, see νῦν...νῦν (44).  
 
καί: Seeing δὲ καί as a regularly occurring sequence of particles, Slater understands the current 
use of καί as meaning “[and] also.” Rather, the adverbial use of καί stresses the following word 
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as being of particular interest—this is an emphatic καί, as in Pyth. 6.44-45 (τῶν νῦν δὲ καὶ 
Θρασύβουλος | πατρῴαν µάλιστα πρὸς στάθµαν ἔβα). As such it reinforces the contrast between 
διώκων and κατέχων—while the pursuit of moderation is laudable, holding fast to moderation is 
even more important.  
 
κατέχων: Slater gives the translation, “gaining possession of,” construing this state of affairs as 
the telos of the preceding διώκων. But as LSJ (s.v.) points out, this meaning typically would take 
an objective genitive. Better is “holding fast to” which conforms better to the present tense of the 
verb—this action is durative, not telic. Kurke (1991, 214) asserts that κατέχων here “recalls the 
language of curbing or restraint in a similar context in Isthmian 3.” This is incorrect. At Isth. 
3.13 (Εἴ τις ἀνδρῶν εὐτυχήσαις ἢ σὺν εὐδόξοις ἀέθλοις | ἢ σθένει πλούτου κατέχει φρασὶν αἰανῆ 
κόρον, | ἄξιος εὐλογίαις ἀστῶν µεµίχθαι) the object is nagging, insatiable greed (αἰανῆ κόρον), 
and κατέχων denotes the suppression of this negative impulse. But the opposite is the case here, 
where the object is moderation, something that is presented as very positive.  
 
72: This line has been variously interpreted. The scholiast glosses it as οὐδὲν ἄκαιρον φλυαρεῖ 
ἀλλ’ ὃ σκέπτεται…οὐ προπετῶς φθέγγεται; but it is irrelevant to the context whether Lampon 
speaks at random or not. Bury has it as “his tongue...does not outrun his discretion,” but once 
again, discretion is not especially pertinent to the context. Closer is Fennell’s, “Does not go 
beyond the bounds of wisdom,” but this is still somewhat too abstract. More recently, Burnett 
(2005, 81) has seen a more emotive denotation of φρενῶν, offering the somewhat confusing 
translation “nor does his tongue outrun his heart.” But φρενῶν here must denote intellective 
activity, and “thoughts” (Slater s.v., and Race 2006, 193) captures the idea better. In one sense, 
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Pindar is praising Lampon for being a man who says what he believes. But this sentence might 
even more specifically refer to Lampon’s moderate character (71)—he is a man who believes 
and says moderate things.  
 
γλῶσσα δ’ οὐκ ἔξω φρενῶν: the second time, after 47, where a sentence- or clause-break 
coincides with the mid-line cut in e4. Together with the verb-signposting of φαίης, this suggests 
a potential period-break after the E metron that comprises the first seven syllables of e4. See also 
the note on καλῶν (22) above. 
 
γλῶσσα: “His speech,” referring not to the faculty of speech, but to what Lampon says. The 
possessor of this γλῶσσα is unexpressed but clear from the context.  
 
οὐκ ἔξω φρενῶν: As often in Pindar, the negative expression is used as an alternative for an 
emphatic, positive affirmation—his speech very much conforms with his thoughts. For negative 
expressions in Pindar see Race 1990, 59-84.  
 
ἔξω: Elsewhere in Pindar the pseudo-preposition ἔξω is used with verbs of motion (καὶ παρέλκει 
πραγµάτων ὀρθὰν ὁδόν | ἔξω φρενῶν, Ol. 7.46-47; ἤ µέ τις ἄνεµος ἔξω πλόου | ἔβαλεν, Pyth. 
11.39-40), which suggests the omitted verb in this passage as well should also be construed as a 
verb of movement. 
 
φρενῶν: the φρήν is a cognitive, rather than emotional organ. The phrase ἔξω φρενῶν, “out of 
their thoughts,” occurs as well in a gnomic statement at Ol. 7.47 (καὶ παρέλκει πραγµάτων ὀρθὰν 
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ὁδόν | ἔξω φρενῶν). In the following lines (καὶ τοὶ γὰρ αἰθοίσας ἔχοντες σπέρµ’ ἀνέβαν φλογὸς 
οὔ· τεύξαν δ’ ἀπύροις ἱεροῖς | ἄλσος ἐν ἀκροπόλει, 48-49) Pindar restates the gnome in concrete 
terms—acting ἔξω φρενῶν has negative consequences. Both passages, then, deal with propriety, 
and the need for one to remain cognizant of proper, civic behavior. But the φρήν is not inherently 
moral, only inherently intellective, and so even thinking men can be inclined towards 
immoderation, as Pelliccia (1995, 297-298) points out in reference to Pyth. 4.138-141. ἐκ 
φρενῶν is found twice in Euripides (Tr. 6; fr 659.5). 
 
72-73: After praising Lampon for his moderate thought and speech, Pindar brings his praise to a 
close with a simile. But rather than stating the simile himself, he calls on his notional audience 
(φαίης κε) to testify to the quality of Lampon as a trainer. With the apostrophic phrasing and the 
change of mood, Pindar intensifies the final element of praise for Lampon, giving the line 
climactic force. As yet another example of comparatio compendiaria, the simile itself is difficult 
to parse grammatically. A paraphrase might be, “Lampon, a man (but not an athlete) 
[preeminent] in [the training of] athletes, is a Naxian whetstone, which, compared with other 
whetstones, is preeminent in the honing of bronze.” The compression of this metaphor has led to 
a number of elements being omitted, not the least of which is a marker of comparison like 
ὥσπερ, ὡς ὅτε, or ἅτε. Pindar states his metaphor in starker terms: Lampon is not like a Naxian 
whetstone, Lampon is a Naxian whetstone. Moreover the influence that Lampon has on athletes 
is not explicitly stated and must be surmised from the effect that Naxian whetstone has on bronze 
(χαλκοδάµαντ’). A final difficulty is posed by the two prepositional phrases, ἄνρδ’ ἐν 
ἀεθληταῖσιν and πέτραις ἐν ἄλλαις, which are parallel in phrasing but not in sense. With the 
former, Pindar indicates those on whom Lampon has a positive effect. But the latter is 
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comparative, indicating the superiority of Naxian whetstones to other whetstones. No 
comparison is made in the first part of the simile, but by implication Lampon is a preeminent 
trainer, just as Naxian emery is a preeminent whetstone.  
As it stands, a precise construing of the grammar has ἄνδρ’ in apposition to the subject 
accusative νιν and Ναξίαν...ἀκόναν the predicate after ἔµµεν. But many early scholars, wary of 
the bold metaphor νιν ἔµµεν Ναξίαν ἀκόναν were inclined to emend the text. The most clever of 
these emendations was made by Mommsen, who, drawing from a gloss by Triclinius (τὸν 
ἀλείπτην Μένανδρον εἶναι ἔξοχον), suggested Μένανδρον ἐν ἀεθληταῖσι. Menander, after all, 
was the trainer of Pytheas whose victory was celebrated in Nem. 5 (48-49), and by introducing 
Menander into this ode, and subsequently by sidelining Lampon, Mommsen hoped to eliminate 
the difficulty of Lampon being presented as a trainer. This emendation was accepted by Mezger, 
as well as Bury, who approved it because it solves the problem of ἄνδρ’ (see note on ἄνδρ’ 
below). Despite the additional vowel, Mommsen’s reading is metrically sound if ἀε- (of 
ἀεθληταῖσι) is scanned in synizesis (as εὐαέθλου, 3). But despite the genius of the emendation, it 
cannot be accepted. First, the change of topic from Lampon to Menander, without any 
preparation, and beginning mid-line after an extensive passage of praise for Lampon, is too 
perfunctory. Second, the motivation—to avoid construing Lampon as the boy’s trainer—is 
poorly founded. Even if Lampon is not a true trainer, Pindar can still present him as such, since 
he has instilled in his sons moral lessons that have contributed to their development as athletes. 
Heyne’s emendation, ἀνδράσιν ἀθληταῖσιν, followed by Hermann and Boeckh, must be rejected, 
since the athletes that Pindar has in mind—the children of Lampon—are boys (or beardless 
youths) at the time.  
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φαίης κε: After stating that Lampon observes moderation in speech just as he does in thought, he 
addresses the notional audience and calls on them to testify to the excellence of Lampon. A 
literal rendering yields the English expression, “you might say that.” It is possible then to render 
this sentence with the rather literal translation, “you could say that he is a man among athletes...” 
and achieve a good degree of naturalism. But the connotation of the Greek and English 
renderings do not correspond very well in the current example. While the English phrase, with its 
idiomatic casualness, expresses simple agreement or possibility, and so cleaves to what is 
prototypical for or expected of the Greek potential optative, the Greek rendering is actually an 
unequivocal confirmation. While very literally it translates as “you might say that he is,” it 
connotes something closer to “you can say with certainty.” A similar use of φαίης is found in 
Homer, for example, at Il. 3.220 (φαίης κε ζάκοτόν τέ τιν’ ἔµµεναι ἄροντά τ’ αὔτως).  
 The generalizing 2nd person voice is common in Pindar (Hummel 1993, §247). According 
to Hummel (1993, §466), who cites Ol. 1.106-108, Nem. 7.2-3, and 9.34-35, the asyndeton is 
explained by the interlocutive, 2nd person form of the verb. But perhaps a superior explanation is 
that this potential optative is effectively an exclamation that caps the foregoing praise of 
Lampon, and exclamations are often found in asyndeton (Hummel 1993, §468).  
 This is the only instance in Pindar where κε, rather than ἄν, is used not after either a final 
vowel or a final nasal. This deviation from the norm is best explained by the Homeric precedent 
(φαίης κε ζάκοτόν τέ τιν’ ἔµµεναι ἄφρονά τ’ αὔτως, Il. 3.220; Hummel 1993, §446). On the 
potential optative, see Hummel 1993, §340. 
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κε: Pindar uses the two forms found in Homer: Attic-Ionic ἄν and κε(ν). He never uses κα, which 
is characteristic of his tendency to avoid the more severe features of Doric. On Pindar’s 
avoidance of severe Doricism, see the introductory section on Pindar’s dialect. 
 
νιν: Lampon.  
 
ἄνδρ’: the predicate of ἔµµεν; see note on lines 72-73. Elsewhere in this ode, ἀνήρ connotes 
paternity and age. This might be the case here as well. But the main point of describing Lampon 
as ἄνδρ’ ἐν ἀεθληταῖσιν, is to point out that Lampon is not an athlete himself. 
 
ἐν ἀεθληταῖσιν: not athletes in general, but Lampon’s sons.  
 Meter: External responsion ensures that αε is here scanned as two syllables. 
 
ἔµµεν: for the verb-signposting of ἔµµεν as evidence for a period-break at the end of e4, see note 
on κέλευθοι (22) above. 
 
73. Ναξίαν: The scholiast’s remark that Ναξίαν here refers to a Naxus on Crete, rather than the 
island, persuaded both Bury and Fennell. But Farnell correctly notes that, as far as we can tell, 
there is no Cretan Naxus, and that the scholiast was likely thinking of the town of Axus. Farnell 
also points out that andesite has been found on the island of Naxus. Andesite is the whetstone 
and polishing-stone par excellence. See Casson 1930. 
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πέτραις ἐν ἄλλαις: Mace (1992, 3) correctly takes these other stones to be whetstones inferior to 
those from Naxos. As such, the prepositional phrase expresses comparison. But this use of ἐν is 
strained, since ἐν does not generally introduce comparisons—παρά with an accusative would be 
more natural here. The use of ἐν is best explained by the compression of the passage, and by a 
deliberate avoidance of parallelism with the preceding ἐν ἀεθληταῖσιν for the sake of poikilia.  
 
χαλκοδάµαντ’: “bronze-taming” (Race); a hapax. δάµνηµι/δαµάζω is used with metal-words at 
Hesiod Th. 864-866 (ἠὲ σίδηρος, ὅ περ κρατερώτατός ἐστιν, | οὔρεος ἐν βήσσῃσι δαµαζόµενος 
πυρὶ κηλέῳ | τήκεται ἐν χθονὶ δίῃ ὑφ’ Ἡφαίστου παλάµῃσιν), but there the sense is to refine by 
smelting. LSJ cites E. Alc. 980 as an example of δαµάζω used to mean “to work [metal]” but 
there the object of δαµάζεις—τὸν ἐν Χαλύβοις...σίδαρον—is an example of metonymy, meaning 
“you overcame the Chalybes and their iron weapons.” Regardless of the lack of parallels, 
however, the epithet is powerful and well-chosen. δαµάζω (δάµναµι does not occur in the odes) 
is used frequently to mean “to subdue” or “overcome [in battle]” (Ol. 9.92, 10.30; Pyth. 3.9, 
8.17; Nem. 7.90) and so is appropriate in an ode celebrating a victory in the pancratium.  
 
ἀκόναν: ἀκόνα technically denotes a stone used for sharpening (fr. *h2eḱ-, “sharp, point;” 
Beekes s.v. ἀκόνη). The only other instance in Pindar is also metaphorical, δόξαν ἔχω τιν’ ἐπὶ 
γλώσσᾳ λιγυρᾶς ἀκόνας. The adjective λιγυρᾶς there is a transferred epithet to be construed with 
γλώσσᾳ—the whetstone is not itself sharp, but it can make other things thus.  
 
74-75: With the praise of Lampon now complete, the poet makes one last gesture of philia to the 
victor and his family—a symbolic libation or drink. In this final passage, the poet revives the 
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analogy of himself to Heracles, who received the phiale from Lampon in lines 39-40. Having 
received, it is implied, the cup from Lampon, he offers a libation to the family. But the libation is 
itself metaphorical, and Δίρκας ἁγνὸν ὕδωρ is to be construed as this very song. The metaphor of 
the drink of song is elaborate. Pindar notes that the Muses, the daughters of golden-robed 
Memory, caused this water to spring up by the well-walled gates of Cadmus. It must, then, be a 
metaphor specifically for the composition of the ode—Pindar presents himself as having 
composed, with the inspiration of the Muses, this ode in his Boeotian hometown of Thebes. The 
reference to Dirce perhaps also points to the injunction that Pindar notes in Isth. 8.15b-16b, that 
Theban poets praise Aegina. With the conspicuous acknowledgement of his Theban identity at 
the close of the ode, Pindar marks the entire ode as the ungrudging gift of a xenos-friend. The 
reference to Dirce also constitutes a sphragis, as Thummer (1968-1969, 2.111-112, 74f.) and 
Indegaard (2011, 301).  
   
74. πίσω: Like διδάσκω, πιπίσκω has causal force and takes a double accusative (see Hummel 
1993, §94). Fennell recognized early on that the future tense actually refers to moment of 
performance. Inasmuch as he is offering a drink to the members of the family, Pindar is closing 
off a ring-composition begun at the very beginning of the ode, when he figured himself as 
pouring libations on behalf of Lampon’s family. 
 
σφε: LSJ construes the current use as singular. If this were the case, it would be the only singular 
use of a form of σφεῖς in Pindar (Slater s.v.). As a singular pronoun, σφε would be best 
interpreted as referring to Lampon. But it is probably best to take the current use as plural. Not 
only does this conform to other uses of this pronoun in Pindar, it conforms better to the Homeric 
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use. Moreover, while comparanda for a singular referent can be found often in tragedy, examples 
from non-Attic literature are much more rare. Finally, it seems to accord more with the 
beginning of the ode, where Pindar mixes a crater not on behalf of Lampon, but on behalf of his 
family of good athletes.  
 
Δίρκας: As the most important spring in Thebes (Berman 2007, 21), Dirce is used 
metonymically at a number of points in the odes (Ol. 10.85; Pyth. 9.88; Isth. 1.29, and 8.20) to 
refer to Thebes as the poet’s homeland. Of particular interest is Ol. 10.85 (τὰ παρ’ εὐκλέι Δίρκᾳ 
χρόνῳ µὲν φάνεν). For a detailed investigation of Dirce, and its history as a toponym and symbol 
in poetry of the archaic and classical periods, see Berman 2007. On Dirce and poetic inspiration, 
see also Verdenius 1987, 81 n. 85. 
 
ἁγνόν: As elsewhere, that which is administered or protected by the gods is itself also holy 
(ἀέθλων ἁγνὰν κρίσιν, Ol. 3.21; ἄλσος ἁγνὸν τὸ τεόν, Ol. 5.10; ἁγνόταται ἐκ µυχῶν παγαί, Pyth. 
1.21; ἁγνὸν Ποσειδάωνος...τέµενος, Pyth. 4.204). This water is divine, first because it is drawn 
by the daughters of Memory (τὸ βαθύζωνοι κόραι | χρυσοπέπλου Μναµοσύνας κόραι), and 
second because bodies of water are associated with epichoric divinities. As such, it is almost a 
transferred epithet to be applied to κόραι, Μναµοσύνας or Δίρκας (see note on καλλίστᾳ δρόσῳ, 
64). But this epithet is appropriate to ὕδωρ, since it denotes not only holiness, but also purity. 
ὕδωρ is standing in metaphorically for the “song,” and by using the epithet ἀγνός, Pindar is 
vouching for the quality of the ode.  
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ὕδωρ: Water and drink have been used metaphorically throughout the ode to express the 
nurturing effect of song, and so the ode naturally closes with a final reiteration of this idea. As 
elsewhere, and particularly at line 64, ἄρδοντι καλλίστᾳ δρόσῳ, the central point of this 
metaphor is that song, like water, leads to growth and flourishing prosperity and kλέος. When 
Pindar describes himself, with the performative future verb πίσω, as giving Lampon and his 
family a drink of Dirce’s water, he is expressing that the song that he is presenting now will 
nourish their reputation.  
 
τό: The relative clause begins almost like a mythological exemplum—a geographical feature 
serves to segue into a passage in which mythological figures feature as the main agents. See note 
on τόν (27) above. 
 
βαθύζωνοι κόραι: The epithet is formulaic, and perhaps the intention is to give the passage an 
epicizing tone. It is followed by two more, rather generic epithets, χρυσοπέπλου and εὐτειχέσιν. 
Besides adding a certain dignity to the passage, as epithets often do, it is difficult to see any 
deeper relevance of the meaning of these specific epithets to this passage. But together, by 
recalling the stock epithets of epic, they honor the deities and give a certain gravity to the 
passage. In Homer and the Homeric Hymns, βαθύζωνος is applied as a formulaic epithet to 
mortal women (Il. 9.594; Od. 3.154; h.Cer. 95, 161, 201, 304) but this epithet in Pindar is 
reserved for divinities (Leda in Ol. 3.35; the Charites in Pyth. 9.2; Leto in fr. 89a.2). The 
reference to the Muses as the daughters of Mnemosyne recalls the vocabulary of children and 
adults earlier in the ode (see note on ἀνδρῶν, 2). Also noteworthy is that Pindar refers to the 
Muses in both the second line of the ode (Μοισαίων µέλεων) and in the second to last line.  
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75. χρυσοπέπλου: The only occurrence of this rare epithet in Pindar. Pindar refers to Memory 
with the generic epithets λιπαράµπυκας at Nem. 7.15 and εὐπέπλῳ at Pae. 7b.16. χρυσοπέπλος 
recalls the honorific epithet, χρυσάρµατοι, that was applied to the Aeacidae in line 19. As is 
generally the case, epithets that concentrate on clothing are reserved for women. The first part of 
the epithet, χρυσο- is commonly reserved for epithets that are applied to divinities, as is the case 
here. Bacchylides has χρυσόπεπλος Ἥρα at Dith. 5.22. There, as here, χρυσόπεπλος is 
generically honorific, and neither of the two roots is particularly motivated by the context.  
 
Μναµοσύνας: By referring to the Muses not by their own name, but through reference to their 
mother, Pindar draws attention to the role of song in memorialization. 
 
ἀνέτειλαν: The verb is causative, “they make to spring/well up” and the aorist tense is 
appropriate since this is a metaphor for the composition of Isth. 6 itself. While τέλλω and its 
complex forms can be used of the rising sun, Bury’s suggested translation of “brought to light,” 
motivated by ἀνὰ δ’ ἄγαγον ἐς φάος (62), is an over-reading.  
 
εὐτειχέσιν...πύλαις: Bury notes that εὐτειχής is properly only applied to a city or a house, but 
since the gates of Thebes are metonymic for the entire city, the phrase εὐτειχέσιν πύλαις is not 
problematic. But εὐτειχεῖ προθύρῳ θαλάµου (Ol. 6.1) also shows that despite its root, εὐτειχής 
might mean more broadly “well-built” rather than “well-walled.” εὐτείχης is also used of Troy 
(πόλιν εὐτείχεα πέρσας, Il. 16.57; πόλιν δ’ εὐτείχεα Θήβην, Theog. 1210) as is the variant form 
εὐτείχεος (Il. 1.129, 2.113, 2.288, 5.716, 8.241, 9.20, 16.57). In fact, εὐτειχής and its variant are 
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all but reserved for Troy. The only exceptions in Pindar are applications to a notional building in 
a gnomic statement at Ol. 6.1, to the temple of Apollo at Delphi at Nem. 7.46 (θεοῦ παρ’ 
εὐτειχέα δόµον), and to Thebes here, this adjective is reserved for Troy. The force of the 
adjective here is likely honorific, but it is possible that it alludes to Thebes as one of the two sites 
of great mythological sieges, along with Troy.  
 
εὐτειχέσιν: Adjectives ending in –ης almost all have dative plural endings in –εσι rather than –
εσσι (Peter 1866, 36-37). See also the note on Νηρεΐδεσσι (6) above. 
 
Κάδµου: It is common to find the name of a city-founder used in the genitive almost as 
patronym or byword for the proper name of the city (Πριάµοιο πόλιν πέρσεν, Pyth. 1.54; πάσαισι 
γὰρ πολίεσι λόγος ὁµιλεῖ Ἐρεχθέος ἀστῶν, Pyth. 7.9; Πριάµου πόλιν, Nem. 7.35; Δαναοῦ πόλιν, 
Nem. 10.1; πόλις Αἴαντος, Isth. 5.8).  
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